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INTRODUCTION 1

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED UsSES oF THE EIR

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) was prepared in accordance with the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (Section 15132). The City of Tulare
(Tulare, or City) is the lead agency for the environmental review of the Pilot Flying ) Project (Project)
and has the principal responsibility for approving the project. This FEIR assesses the expected
environmental impacts resulting from approval of the project and associated impacts from
subsequent development and operation of the project, and also includes the responses to
comments received on the Draft EIR (DEIR).

CEQA REQUIREMENTS FOR A FINAL EIR

This Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR) for the proposed project has been prepared in
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and State CEQA Guidelines. State
CEQA Guidelines Section 15132 requires that an FEIR consist of the following:

# the Draft Environmental Impact Report (Draft EIR) or a revision of the draft;

# comments and recommendations received on the Draft EIR, either verbatim or in summary;

= 3 list of persons, organizations, and public agencies commenting on the Draft EIR;

# the responses of the lead agency to significant environmental concerns raised in the review
and consultation process; and

# any other information added by the lead agency.

In accordance with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15132(a), the Draft EIR is incorporated by
reference into this Final EIR.

An EIR must disclose the expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be avoided,
growth-inducing effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative impacts, as
well as identify mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce or
avoid its adverse environmental impacts. CEQA requires government agencies to consider and,
where feasible, minimize environmental impacts of proposed development, and an obligation to
balance a variety of public objectives, including economic, environmental, and social factors.

PURPOSE AND USE

The City of Tulare, as the lead agency, has prepared the Draft EIR and this Final EIR to disclose the
expected environmental impacts, including impacts that cannot be avoided, growth-inducing
effects, impacts found not to be significant, and significant cumulative impacts, as well as identify
mitigation measures and alternatives to the proposed project that could reduce or avoid its adverse
environmental impacts.

This document and the Draft EIR, as amended herein, constitute the Final EIR, which will be used by
the City of Tulare to determine whether to approve, modify, or deny the proposed project in light
of the project’s environmental effects. The EIR will be used as the primary environmental document
to evaluate full development, all associated infrastructure improvements, and permitting actions
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

associated with the proposed project. All of the actions and components of the proposed project
are described in detail in Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR.

1.2 ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS

The review and certification process for the EIR has involved, or will involve, the following general
procedural steps:

NOTICE OF PREPARATION

The City of Tulare circulated a Notice of Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Pilot Flying J Travel
Center on February 5, 2016 to responsible agencies, trustee agencies, the State Clearinghouse, the
Mative American Heritage Commission, and the public. A public scoping meeting was held on
February 25, 2016 to present the project description to the public and interested agencies, and to
receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding the scope of the environmental
analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered
during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP and comments received on the NOP by interested
parties are presented in Appendix A of the Draft EIR.

BRECIRCULATED NOTICE OF PREPARATION

Since the initial circulation of the NOP, the project was refined, including proposed changes to the
development footprint and development site plan characteristics. Based the changes since initial
publication of the NOP, the City determined that the NOP should be recirculated with the updated
project description as refined/modified.

The City of Tulare recirculated the NOP for the Pilot Flying J Travel Center on August 15, 2016 to
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, the State Clearinghouse, the Native American Heritage
Commission, and the public. A public scoping meeting was held on September 6, 2016 to present
the project description to the public and interested agencies, and to receive comments from the
public and interested agencies regarding the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in
the Draft EIR. Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the
Draft EIR. The NOP and comments received on the NOP by interested parties are presented in
Appendix A.

NOTICE OF AVAILABILITY AND DRAFT EIR

The City of Tulare published a public Motice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft EIR on May 4, 2018,
inviting comment from the general public, agencies, organizations, and other interested parties. The
MOA was filed with the State Clearinghouse (SCH # 201602 1028) and the County Clerk, a newspaper
of regional circulation pursuant to the public noticing requirements of CEQA. The public review
period was from May 4, 2018 through June 18, 2018 (45 days).

The Draft EIR contains a description of the project, description of the environmental setting,
identification of project impacts, and mitigation measures for impacts found to be significant, as
well as an analysis of project alternatives, identification of significant irreversible environmental
changes, growth-inducing impacts, and cumulative impacts. The Draft EIR identifies issues
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INTRODUCTION 1.0

determined to have no impact or a less than significant impact, and provides detailed analysis of
potentially significant and significant impacts. Comments received in response to the NOP were
considered in preparing the analysis in the Draft EIR.

REspPoONSE To COMMENTS/FINAL EIR

The City of Tulare received three (3) comment letters on the Draft EIR during the public review
period. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this Final EIR responds to all comments
received during the public review period.

The Final EIR also contains minor edits to the Draft EIR, which are included in Section 3.0, Errata.
This document and the Draft EIR, as amended herein, constitute the Final EIR.

CERTIFICATION OF THE EIR/PROJECT CONSIDERATION

The City of Tulare will review and consider the Final EIR. If the City of Tulare finds that the Final EIR
is "adequate and complete”, the City of Tulare will certify the Final EIR in accordance with CEQA. The
rule of adequacy generally holds that an EIR can be certified if:

1) The EIR shows a good faith effort at full disclosure of environmental information; and

2) The EIR provides sufficient analysis to allow decisions to be made regarding the proposed
project in contemplation of environmental considerations.

Following review and consideration of the Final EIR, the City of Tulare may take action to approve,
modify, or reject the proposed Project. A Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program, as
described below, would also be adopted in accordance with Public Resources Code Section
21081.6(a) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15097 for mitigation measures that have been
incorporated into or imposed upon the proposed Project to reduce or avoid significant effects on
the environment. This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program will be designed to ensure that
these measures are carried out during project implementation, in 2 manner that is consistent with
the EIR.

1.3 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR

This Final EIR has been prepared consistent with Section 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, which
identifies the content requirements for Final EIRs. This Final EIR is organized in the following manner:

CHAPTER 1.0 - INTRODUCTION

Chapter 1.0 briefly describes the purpose of the environmental evaluation, identifies the lead
agency, summarizes the process associated with preparation and certification of an EIR, and
identifies the content requirements and organization of the Final EIR.

CHAPTER 2.0 - COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Chapter 2.0 provides a list of commentors, copies of written comments made on the Draft EIR (coded
for reference), and responses to those written comments.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

CHAPTER 3.0 - ERRATA

Chapter 3.0 consists of minor revisions to the Draft EIR in response to comments on the Draft EIR,
as well as minor staff edits. The revisions to the Draft EIR do not change the intent or content of the
analysis or mitigation.

CHAPTER 4.0 - FiINaL MMRP

Chapter 4.0 consists of a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP). The MMRP is
presented in a tabular format that presents the impacts, mitigation measure, and responsibility,
timing, and verification of monitoring.

CHAPTER 5.0 - REPORT PREPARERS

Chapter 5.0 lists all authors and agencies that assisted in the preparation of the EIR, by name, title,
and company or agency affiliation.
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COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

2.1 INTRODUCTION

The City of Tulare received three (3) comment letters on the Draft EIR during the public review
period. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines Section 15088, this Final EIR responds to the
comments received during the public review period. Responses to comments received during
the comment period do not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new

information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
Section 15088.5.

2.2 LIST OF COMMENTORS

Table 2-1 lists the written comments on the Draft EIR that were submitted to the City of Tulare
during the public review period. The assigned comment number, comment date, commenter,
and affiliation, if presented in the comment or if representing a public agency, are also listed.

TABLE 2-1 LIST OF COMMENTORS

RESPONSE

SIGNATORY AFFILIATION DATE
CODE

Remy Moose Manley LLP
A James G. Moose 6-18-2018

(Representing Love's Travel Stops & Country Stores)

California Department of Transportation
B David Deel 6-18-2018
(Caltrans)

San Joagquin County Air Pellution Control District
(SJVAPCD)

C Arnaud Marjollet 6-13-2018

2.3 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS ON A DRAFT EIR

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 requires that lead agencies evaluate and respond to all
comments on the Draft EIR regarding an environmental issue. The written response must
address the significant environmental issue raised and provide a detailed response, especially
when specific comments or suggestions (e.g., additional mitigation measures) are not
accepted. In addition, the written response must be a good faith and reasoned analysis.
However, lead agencies need only to respond to significant environmental issues associated
with the project and do not need to provide all the information requested by the commenter,
as long as a good faith effort at full disclosure is made in the EIR (CEQA Guidelines Section
15204).
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2.0 CoOMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

CEQA Guidelines Section 15204 recommends that commentors provide detailed comments
that focus on the sufficiency of the Draft EIR in identifying and analyzing the possible
environmental impacts of the project and ways to avoid or mitigate the significant effects of
the project, and that commentors provide evidence supporting their comments. Pursuant to
CECQA Guidelines Section 15064, an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence.

CEQA Guidelines Section 15088 also recommends that revisions to the Draft EIR be noted as a
revision in the Draft EIR or as a separate section of the Final EIR. Chapter 3.0 of this Final EIR
identifies all revisions to the Draft EIR.

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS

Written and oral comments on the Draft EIR are reproduced on the following pages, along with
responses to those comments. To assist in referencing comments and responses, the following
coding system is used:

# FEach letter or oral comment is lettered (i.e., Comment A) and each comment within
each letter or oral comment is numbered (i.e., comment A-1, comment A-2).

* Where changes to the Draft EIR text result from the response to comments, those
changes are included in the response and identified with revision marks (underline for
new text, strike-eut-for deleted text).
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2.0 CoOMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

MM

REMY MOOSE MANLEY

Jarnes G, Moose
Lt e e BT ]

June 18, 2018

Trael Meyers, Deputy Director

Ciry of Tulare

Community Development Department
411 East Kern Ave.

Tulare, CA 93274

tmyersial tulare, ca. gov

Drear Ms, Mevers:

Thank yvou for the opportunity o provide comments on the Drafi Environmental
Impact Reporr (EIR) for the proposed Tulare Filor Flying ] Project (the Project) (SCH
#2016021028). We are writing on behalf of Tove's Travel Stops & Country Stores
{Love's), which has operared in the Ciry of Tulare since January 1, 20010, Love’s is one of
the largest sales rax payers in the Ciry and is proud o employ numerous local residents
and serve thousands of residents and visicors. As vou will see from the company’s
website, “Love's Travel Stops & Country Stores has more than 450 locatnons in 41 staves,
providing professional track drivers and motorists with 24-hour aceess to clean and safe
places to purchase gasoline, diesel fuel, Compressed Natural CGas {CING), travel items,
electronics, snacks and more, as well as a wide variery of resturant offerings.™

As a general matter, Love’s prefers not to insert ivself into local land use
controversies, but rather is content o employ local residents, generate tax revenues
supporting local government, and participate in local good works. In this particular
situation, however, Love’s feels compelled to make an exception. With some regret but
firm resolve, we therefore respectfully offer you the following commenrs, all of which
focus on the Project’s rransportation-relared effecrs,

We start out by saying that Love's acceprs that Pilot Flying [ 15 a compentor in the

markerplace, and rhar Love's does nor object in principle to the notion of having its major

abh an ol Vgl S0 b HUD Sennatie—n CA skl Shoows 9060 2080788 | Can w0 B2 4.0 wevindeireniacolasi s oo
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CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

2.0

Traci Mevers, Deputy Director
June 18, 2018
Fage 2

competitor right across the streer. Indeed, such face-to-face campendon is a fact of Life in
Love’s industry theoughout much of this countey. What distresses Love’s in this
particular situation is the prospect of a new major teaffic-intensive land use being
developed on a site accessible only through inadequate infrastructure. Such a scenario
could severely injure Love's, which thus has no choice but to makes its interests and ideas
known o the City.

The Love's site on the southwest side of the State Roure 99/Paige Avenue
interchange already experiences problems with truck waffic leaving the freeway off-ramps
from the north at a stop sign on South Blackstone Sireet just north of Paige. Left tumns by
wucks at that location create serious issues, As early as 2005, when Love’s was
considering locating a new project in the Ciry of Tualare, Love's had the expectation,
explained below, that Calirans would relatively soon thereafter be building a major new
modern interchange that would solve the existing and projected deficiencies wirh the
current confipuration. Although Love's designed its site to leave ample roam for the new
interchange, and thus has no direct access onto Paige Avenue, the new interchange has
never been built, This inaction has been a disappointment 1o Love's, which reasonably
anticipated such construction based on communications at the time with City and
Caltrans officials. For reasons unclear to Love’s, the interchange improvements appear
not to have been pursued with vigor, despite these earlier communications Suggestng an
opposite course, In the absence of a new interchange or equally effective aliernative
improvements, traffic-relaced problems persist with the currene confipuraton.

When Love’s learned thar Pilor was proposing a new project next door, Love's
obtained the Draft EIR and retained the services of a professional waffic engineering firm.
Griffin Cove Transpormadon Consulung {Griffin Cove), to review the uraffic study that
underlies the Transportation and Circuladon chapter of the Draft ETR. Love's also asked
our firm o review that chapter for legal adequacy and, i particular, to assess the legal
sufficiency of the proposed strategies for mitigating the Project’s transportation-related
effects,

As we explain in detail below, we found the waific study and Transportation and

Circulation chaprer to be insufficient under the California Environmental Quality Act

Con't

A-3

A4
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CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

Tract Meyers, Depury Director
June 1B, 2018
Page 3

{CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et seq.) and the State CEQA Guidelines {Cal,
Code Regs., ut. 14, § 15000 er geq. ). The waffic study suffers from a number of technical
flaws and omissions highlighred ar lengrh by Griffin Cowve, Many of these rechnical
deficiencies rise to the level of creatng legal deficiencies, We therefore must respectfully
msist that the oaffic study be substannally revised, and that the Transportaton and
Circulation chapeer of the Draft EIR must be updared and recirculated for addieional
public review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5.

Az a result of the madequate traffic study, the Draft EIR improperly ignores or
defers the formulation of adeguate mitigation of the Project’s significant traffic-related
impacts, on both a projecr-specific and cumulative basis, Approval of the Project as
proposed would thus likely lead ro full breakdown of infersections at and near the Project
gite. Such an outcome would not only likely entively restrict access o the Love's facility
during peak hours; the outcome would also conflict with the Ciry’s General Plan, and
thus be unlawful for that reagson alone. The City cannot approve any propect thae will
violate General Plan, Policy TR-P2.3, which staves thar “[t)he city shall maincarin Level of
Service of *I," as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual ... ag the minimum desirable
service level at which freeways, amerial streets, collector streers and their intersections
should operate.” {Tulare General Plan, TR-P2.3 {Oct. 2014), p. 3-14, emphasis added.}
As things now stand, approval of the Project based on the current traffic study and EIR
would not anly violate CEQA, but would also violate the California Planning and Zoning
Law {Gov. Code, § 65000 er seq.).

We are hopeful that, with the benefir of our comments and those of Griffin Cove,
the Cirv can revise the reaffic srudy and Transpomation and Circulartion chaprer in a
manner that both properly idencfics problems and formulates real solutons. To che
extent, however, that even with a revised analysis and a newly created approach
mitipation, adequate level of service (D ar better) cannot be obtained untl future freeway
interchange improvements are mn place, the City must condition any approval of the Pilot
project by refusing o ssue Pilot a certdficare of accupancy untl such time as i can be
demonstrated that Pilor's operations do not cause level of service at the interchange and

neathy sireers o ger worse than I3, Perhaps these comments from Love’s will inspire the

A=
Con't

A5

A-B
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2.0

Traci Meyers, Deputy Director
June 18, 2018
Fage 4

Ciry 1o renew irs effores o find the funds and obrain the permics needed for major

improvements al Paige Avenue and SR 99,

I Background
A. Loves Trave! Center and the Paige Avenve Inrerchange

The existing Love’s Travel Center sits immediately to the east of the Projecr site.
Even withour the addinon of substantially greater raffic as a result of the Project, exisnng
traffic conditions at nearby mtersections and feeway on- and off-ramps are sigmificantly
strainied. In a November 2016 City Council meeting, City Manager Paul Melikian was
quoted as saying “[1]0s no secrer the curtent Paige Avenue overpass is an impediment to
growth in the south Tulare area.... The Paige Avenue overpass has been deemed
substandard.” {Luis Hernandez, Cownctl to consider locations for south Tulare
Interchange, Visalia Times Delra (Now, 10, 2016} [hereinafter “Exhibit B®].) At the same
meetng, Councilman Craig Vepeoda described the Paige interchange as “a mess most of
the time.” (Luis Hernandez, Cowncd split on Page project, Visalia Times Delra (Now.
16, 2016} [hereinafter “Exhibit ©7].) The 2018 Regional Transportation Improvement
Program (KTIP) describes the Paige Avenue interchange as “ funcionally obsofere” {City
of Tulare, 2018 Regional Transpormanon Improvement Plan {Dec. 20177, p. 13,
emphasis added) and explaing thar the *[e]xisting incerchange ar Paige Road will
detenorate to LOS T within the 20 vear design period” {RTIP, Appendices Section 15,
p- 91 The serious existing problems with the interchange are no seeret.

In response to the waffic problems at and near the Paige Avenue interchange, the
Ciry and Calwrans have long had plans to construct improvements. Prior to the City’s
approval of the Love's Travel Stop, Caloans recommended, and Love's agreed, that
Lowve's should preserve a five-acre portion of the Love's property for future development
of a new interchange. In addidon, Love's relinguished access rights to Paige Averne to
the City in order to preserve the ability to construce the new interchange. {See Al Dias,
Dept. of Transportaton, letter to Mark Kilety, Director of Planming and Building, City
of Tulare, May 24, 2007, p. 2 [hereinafter “Exhibit D”).) Love's therefore left a five-acre

swath of valuable land undeveloped, and vehicles cannor access the Love's Travel Cenrer

A6
Con't

AT

A-8
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Traci Mevers, Deputy Director
June 18, 2018
FPage 5

from Paige Avenue. The northerly porton of the Love's property is now entrely
unusable other than for construction as a future interchange.

Orher local husinesses have also relied on the Cine's and Caltrans’ representations
that they will construct a new interchange. For example, in a 2006 arucle for the Visalia
Times Delra, Courtney Roche Jr. wrote about his family business, Roche Oil, locared at
the comer of Paige Avenue and SR 09, Mr. Roche explained thar, upon learning thar the
City planned to improve the Paige Avenue Interchange, his family “invested nearly a
mithion dollars to expand Roche Ohl in 1997 to capture and retain Highway 99 oaffic and
improve the area.” (Courmey Roche Jr., Twlare plan threarens longtime family business,
Visalia Times Delta (Oct. 27, 2016} [hereinafter “Exhibit E¥].) The Love's family has
similar felings.

The problern 15 that, although Love's and others have relied on the City's
representation thar i will improve the dire circulation problems around the Project site,
and have worked closely with the City to support those efforts, the City has not followed
through. Love’s is concerned that the City may no longer be committed w a new Paige
Avenue interchange. In fact, in 2016, the City Council considered funding for
environmental study of improvements ar oafer interchanges in lieu of making
improvements at Paige Avenue. The Council, by a two-to-two vote, did not approve that
funding, but since then, from what we can tell, the City has not made anv additional
movements oward improving the circulation problems in the vicimity, (Exhibit C.)

To be certain, Love’s recognizes the engineering, planning, funding, and political
challenges involved with constructing a new interchange; and acknowledges thar a new
interchange may no longer be the best, or even a realistic, solution w the existing raffic
problems. We provide the above background information, however, 1o emphasize both
the serious traffic problems that exist in the vicinity and the pressing need for an
adeqguare solution. If an interchange of the kind enwsioned back in the 2005 ameframe is
no longer feasible, the City and Caltrans should pursue alternative improvements that
achieve and maintain no worse than LOS D in both cthe near-term and long-term. If no
solution can be identified and implemented before a new Pilot opens for business, then

the City should decline to approve the Pilot Project.

AB
Con't

A-B
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2.0

Traci Meyers, Deputy Director
June 18, 2018
Page 6

B. Approval of the Froposed Profecr

According to the Draft EIR, the Project would develop approximarely 13.63 acres
of an undeveloped 36, 27-acre parcel at the southwest corner of South Blackstone Streer
and E. Paige Avenue, approximately 700 feer west of SE 9% and 2,000 feet east of the
Union Pacific Railroad. (Draft EIR, p. 2.0-1.) Plot would construct a new Pilot Flying |
Travel Center, which would include the following: ¢ diesel fueling lanes; 10 gas fueling
dispensers; 137 truck parking spaces; 84 passenger vehicle parking spaces: projact
signage, including a 100-foon sign that requires a Zoning Code varance; and a 14,967
square foor building that would contain a driver’s lounge, a game room, pay phones,
ATMs, Western Union check cashing, Wi-Fi, restroom facilities with 9 showers and
laundry, and two guick service restaurants, {Draft EIR, p. 2.0-2.7

The Coiy publizhed a Motice of Preparation for the Project in February of 2016
and spent the ensuing two=plus years preparing the Diaft EIR. Duning that entre time,
the City never comacted or soughr any input from Love’s, even though Love's will be the
most directly and negarively affected by the Project. When Love’s received the Draft EIR
for the Project, Love's had no choice in hght of itg gerious concerns about the potential
traffic impacts but to expend finanoial resources to hire an objective transportation
engineer to review the Draft EIR and asseaated traffic impact soudy (TIS). The attached
lener from MNeal K. Liddicoar, P.E., Principal at Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting,
PLLC, describes in great technical decail the results of his review of the Project. (MNeal K.
Liddicoar, P.E.. letter to James G, Moose, Remy Moose Manley, June 8, 2018
[hereinafier “Exhibit A™).) To our dismay. Griffin Cove found a number of critical
technical errors and omissions in both the TIS and the EIR, and identified inadequacies
m the assoaated mibiganon measures, Griffin Cove's letter, attached as Exhibit A, 5
incorporated herein in its entrety.

As described by Griffin Cove snd explained herein, approving additonal
development without properly smudying impacts and requiring necessary mitigation o
accourt for added waffic and resulting cicculation problems would dramatically worsen

the already smrained existing situation. The Project would exacerbate existing conditions

A0

A-11

A12
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Traci Meyers, Deputy Director
June 18, 2018
Page 7

at off-ramps and preclude access ennrely (both ingress and egress) w the Love's Travel
Center during peak traffic conditions. (See Exhibit A.) Bur the EIR does not offer any
solutions for these impacts.

The analysis and the proposed mitigation in the TTS and the Diraft EIR are
msufficient under CEQA, and the Project would conflice with the City’s General Plan in
direce violation of Planning and Zoning Law, Griffin Cove has identified sigruficant
traffic impacts that thus far have gone unreported. The existence of such new significant
impacts tnggers recirculaton of the Transportation and Circulation chapter under
CEQA Guidelines section 15088.5, subdivision (a)(1}. Furthermore, the TTS and Draft
EIR are “s0 fundamentally and basically inadeguate and conclusory in nature that
meaningful public review and comment are precluded.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5,
subad. (ad({4); see also Virepard Ares Citizens v Responsible Groweh, Ine. v Oty of
Ranche Cordova (2007} 40 Cal.4th 412, 447-44% { Vinerandy.} Therefore, in order to
comply with CEQA and to ensure that traffic impaces from the Propect are adequately
mitigared, the City must prepare and recirculate a substantially revised TIS and
Transporration and Circulation Chaprer, (fvd) We respectfully request thar the Ciry
does not approve the Project unless and uneil the City has complied with these

CECUITETIENES.

1I. The Project as proposed would conflict with the Ciry of Tulare General Plan
in violation of Planning and Zoning Law,

A general plan is the “constrution for all future developments,” and local land use
decisions “must be consistent with the general plan and fts elements.” (Endangered
Habitars Leggue, fne. v, County of Ovange (2005) 131 Cal. App.4th 777, TH2
{ Endangered Habitars League), quoting Citlzens of Godera Valley v. Board of Supervisors
{19907 52 Cal.3d 553, 570.) Where a project “conflicts with a general plan policy thar is
fundamental, mandatory, and clear,” that project is inconsistent with the general plan in
violation of the law, (Endangered Habitars League, supra, 131 Cal.App.dth at p. T2,
citing Famifies Linafraid ro Uphoid Rural B Dorado Coungy v Soard of Supervizors
{1998} 62 Cal. App.4th 1332, 1341-42.) As such, the City of Tulare cannot “override™ a

A-12
Con't

A-13

A-14
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Traci Mevers, Deputy Director
June L8, 2018
Page &

conflict with a fundamental, mandatory, and clear provision of the General Plan as
though it were a significant unavoidable impact permitted o occur under CEQA with
issuance of a Starement of Cwverriding Considerations (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15093} Rather, such a conflict makes Project approval unlawful under the
Planning and Zoning law, regardless of the Council's possible willingness o adopt a
Seaternent of Overnding Considerations. Put simply, approving a Project that would
canflict with “shall” language in the General Plan violates the law.

The City of Tulare General Plan requires that the City maintain Level of Service
{LOS) D:

The cicy shall maintein Level of Sepvice of *I3,° as defined in the Highway

Capacity Manual ... as the minimum desicable service level ar which
feeewnys, arterial streets, collector streers and cheir intersections should
operate.

{Tulare General Flan, TR-F2.3, (Ocr. 2014}, p. 3-14, emphasis added.} The policy is
intended to implement Goal TR-2, *[t]o mamntain an efficient, affordable, and safe
roadway svstem throughout Tulare ina way that is economecally sustainable and fies
within the projected budgeted resources.” Use of the word “shall® indicates the policy is
undoubtedly mandacory. The policy iz clear in s expression that the city shall maintain
Level of Service (LOS) [, And, the policy is fundamental hecause it is intended
implement Goal TR-2. Any project that degrades LOS to E or F, or exacerbates existing
LO3S E ar F conditions, conflicts wich Policy TR-P2.3 of the General Plan and would be
avialagon of the law. The City cannot override such a canflict.

[nteresdngly, the EIR idenofies thar the intersection at Laspina Sereet and Paige
Avenue i already operating at LOS F in violation af the General Plan, If approved, the
Project would increpse delay at that intersection by almost 30 seconds in the p.m. peak
hour (Draft EIR, Table 3.12-7, p. 3.12-13), which would exacerbate existing LOS
conditons even further, in violaton of the General Plan. Even relying on the flawed TIS
analyzis that Goffin Cove says underseates impacts from the Project {as described in
detail below), the Draft EIR. also concludes that the Project wauld vialare General Plan

A-14
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Palicy TR-P2.3 by further degrading 1.OS ro E or F conditons ar the following
nersections: PeT
+ 5K 99 northhound off-ramp and Paige Avenue (from LOS C o LOS F during the | Con't

p.m. peak hour); and

+ 35K 99 southbound off-ramp and Paige Avenue (from LOS C o LOS E during
baoth the a.m. and p.m. peak hours).

These violattons automatically render the Project inconsiscent with the General Plan, The
City therefore cannot approve the Project as proposed.

Endangered Habitatz League ig ditectly on potnt. There, similacly, the general
plan stated that “LIOS C shall ... be maintained on Santiago Canvon Road links....”

( Endangered Habrrats League, supra, 131 Cal App.4th at p. 783.} Ignoring that
standard, the County approved a project that wounld degrade the LOS below C. The
court derermined that under those cireumseances it could not “find the midgared project
[waz] consistent with the general plan. The inescapable conclusion [was] the project
conflicts with the general plan because of the mpact it [would] have on wafhe...." [fd at
p. 785.1 The same 15 true here,

The City cannot approve the Project unless and until it has ensured (via an
adeguate traffic impact analysis and sufficient mitiganon) that LOS will remam ac [} or
better at all freeways, artenal streets, collector streets, and intersections, in both the near-
term and the long-term.

III. The TIS and the EIR do not adequately analyze transportation and

circulation impaces from the Project, in violacon of CEQA.

The TIS and the EIR contain a number of cntical errors, including the following:
(iy the Project trip generation estimate is based on irelevant data chat does not accurately | A-15
reflect the volume of traffic generated by the Project; (i) the distribunon of tips does not
reflect the fact thar the Project would allow construction of a truck stops (i) the volume
of rruck traffic is underestimared; and (v} the LOS analysis does not comply with the
Transportation Research Board's Sighway Capecity Manos! as required by the Cioe™s
General Plan. As aresult of these flaws, the TIS considerably understates on- and off-
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rampy, intersection, and driveway impacts; and the EIR fails w reveal, and thus does not

consider, a number of likely significant impacrs from the Project.

A. The TIS refies on fawity and incorrect asswmplions.

The TIS relies on a number of incorrect assumptions that undermine the validicy
of the study. In turn, the results of the study are dramatically skewed; and the TIS and
the EIR do not caprure the significant mmpacts from the Project. Below is a summary of
some of the key errors in the traffic study, based on the analysis provided by maffic expert
Meal Liddicoar in the Griffin Cowe leter, included as Exhibic A:

+ Project Trp Generation {Exhibit A ac pp. 383 The TIS analysis relies solely on
data collected from the Pilor Travel Center in Parterson, California, and as a result
suhscannally underestimares the volume of waffic the Project will draw to the
vicinity. The Patterson Pilot Travel Cencer was a new facility when the traffic
counts were performed, and i hkely now has many more patrons, and therefore
greater volumes of wraffic. In addidon, the TIS fails vo recognize the direct
connection berween freeway rraffic volumes and Project trip generation. The
volume of waffic on Interstate-5, near the Parerson Travel Center, is significantly
less than the volume of watfic on SR 99, adjacent vo the Project site, Table 1 in
Griffin Cove's letter shows that in 2004, 2015, and 2016, the volume of traffic
adjacent to the Project site was 128 percent at a minimum and up to g5 mouch as
Fo.o percenr hugher than the traffic volume data used in Project’s analysiz.

{Exhibit A& at p. 5.) Regardless, the TIS applies traffic volumes as they existed in

Pacterson when the Pilot facility first opened, and not as they exist ar the site of the

proposed Project.

The analysis also assumes that 69 percent of the Project's truck traffic and 50
percent of the Project’s fast food and non-truck cratfic will come from and retum
to the freeway, compared o other recent studies which show that 80 to 90 percent
of raffic to similar facilides comes from and returns 1o the freeway. As a result, the

rraffic study dramancally underestimares the amount of traffic that will come off of

A-15
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and go on the freeway,. The use of such patently low rip-generation estimates

substantially understates the Project’s raffic impacts,

In addition, the data used for the TS consists only of counts ar the Patterson Pilot
Travel Center's driveways, but the traffic analysis indwcates those trips were
divided mto four separate rip tvpes—itruck fueling, BV fueling, auto fueling, and
fast food restaurant tops. The EIR and the TIS do not explain fiow these mip
counts were divided, though it appears there are serious flaws i the methodology.
For example, muck fueling rrips were multiplied by a “passenger car equivalent™
reflect trucks™ lower operating characteristics, but it i impossible to understand
trom the TTS or the EIR how many truck fucling mips were counted and how that
number was derved. In addition, the fast food trip generation races in the EIR are
dramancally less than those i the Institute of Transportaton Engineers Trip
Crenargtron Manual, Ninth Edioon, 2012, In particular, i the a.m. peak hour, the
Tirp Generarten Manwal tast food mip generation rate s £42.9 percent ligherthan
the rate applied in the EIR, And because the maflic study incorrectly assigns only
half of these mips to the freeway and the other half to the local-street system, the
potennal impacts of the Project on freeway ramps, m particular, are understaced in
the Diraft EIR.

Freeway Truck Percentage (Exhibic A ar p. 8): Relying on Calmrans data for SR 99
north of the Project site, the TIS assumes rrucks constitute 20 percent of waffic on
the freeway. Just south of the Project sue, though, Caltrans dara shows
signiticantly higher rruck percenrages, ranging from 22 percent o 27.61 percent.
This difference is important because mucks perform differendy than passenger
cars—ithey accelerate and decelerate at much lower rates; they rake up more space
{length and width) m the lanes; and their tummg movements are very different
from those of passenger cars. Because the TIS assumes a sigmificandy low truck

percentage, the study describes overly oprimistic traffic operations,

A-15
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+  Intersection Truck Percentage {Exhibit A at p. 9): The TIS assumes, based on a

vehicle count performed in 2015, that irecks comprise 14 percent of the teaffic on
Paige Avemue, but that calculation is based on at least rwa errars, First, the 14
percent caleulation does not include Federal Highway Administration’s ‘'Class 57
heavy vehicles, which are “heavy wehicles™ and must be counted as trucks, When Al
“Class 5" vehicles are included in the count, the percentage of trucks increases con'd
from 14 to 17 percent. (Exhibac A at p. @) The TIS analysis also assumes that
approaches at the freeway ramps will include 14 percent trucks, but the freeway
mainline analysis assumes there will be 20 percent rrucks on the freeway. There is
o reason to believe that freeway on- and off<ramps would have Jess ouck waffic
than the freeway itself, particularly where, a8 here, there is already an existing
truck stop at the exit and the Project would be a second wuck stop. Because the
TIS underestimates the volume of trucks at intersections, approaches and rurning

movements are not properly considered, and the analvas underestmates

intersecrion delay values.

+  Project Trip Disuibution (Exhibit A at pp. 9-121: The TIS incorrectly assumes
that anly 69 percent of truck traffic and 50 percent of non-truck mwaffic at the sire
will be freeway oriented. Bur dara collecred at six existing Love's Travel Stop &
Country Store locations indicates that over 87 percent of patrons are freeway
travelers. In Tulare, those patrons generally exit the freeway at Paige Avenue, stop
at Lowve’s to meet their trave] needs, then continue on the freeway in the same

direction they were going before they stopped ar Love’s. Several other nearby A-17

raffic mmpact studies for similar travel centers show that a much higher percentage

{as high as 90 percent) of Project-generated teaffic is frecway oriented. Because of

the understated freeway-oriented traffic, the Project’s impacts on freeway on- and

off-ramps are also severely understated.

Of specific concern, this incorrect assumption underestimates the porential
impacts at the intersection of the SR 99 southbound off-ramp and Blackstone
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Steet, which exhibits operanonal deficiencies even without the addinion of the
Project. The lefi-turn movement from the SR 99 off-ramp omo southbound
Blackstone Streer is particularly concerning. Even under its faulty analysis, the
TIS shows that with the addition of the Project, delay will increase from LOS C w
LOS F during the a.m. peak hour and 1o LOS E during the pm. peak hour.
{Exhabit A, Table 4, p. 10 Under the cumulabve scenarw, LOS will degrade to F
during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. In additdon to violatng the General
Plan, this addinonal delay will potentally cawse waffic to back up onto the SR 99
inainline, causing additional significant impacts, Without an adequate eaffic
study, it is impossible o understand the oue severity of these potendally

significant impacts.

Unsignalized Intersection LOS (Exhibit A at p. 11} As explained above, the City's
General Plan requires the City mantvm LOS D as defined in the Aiohiar
Capacity Manual The Highway Capacity Manualexplains thar, with eespect 1o
unsignalized {stop-sign controlled) intersections, LOS must be determined for
cach minor-street movemant (as well as major-street left rums), and not defined
for the inersection a3 a whole or for major-street approaches. The TIS, though,
incorrectly considers approach delays rather than movernen: delayvs o determine
LOS at the unsignalieed mtersections. Gnffin Cove applied the appropnate ¢nvena
to the data in the TIS, as required by the Aighway Capacity Manwval and the
General Plan, and compared its findings to the conclusions in the TTS based on
the incorrect methodology. Because of the application of the incorrect
methodology, Griffin Cove determined, the TIS underestimares LOS at certain
mtersectons. For example, the EIR indicates that the intersection of norchbound
SR 99 and Paige Avenue currenty operates at LOS C during peak hours, but the
TIS mdicares that the critical moevernens at tus intersection operates at LOS D,
and the average delay 15 12 o 15 seconds per vehicle greater than what is
identified in the EIR. Under existing plus Project conditions, the EIR reports that

AT
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the intersecton would operate at LOS A during the a.m. peak hour, but the
critical movemenrat the intersection would actually be st LOS F, with an average
delay of §8.1 seconds per vehicle, (Exhibit A, Table 5. p. 13.) Because the EIR
did not apply the proper methodology as required by the General Plan, the ETR
does not consider thas sigraficant impact, in violagon of CEQA. Thus, Gniffin
Cowve has alzo identified another porential General Plan violaton.

A-18
The court in Endangered Habitars Ledeue directly addressed a very similar issue. Con't
The general plan policy there required maintenance of LOS C, determined based
on the counwy’s Transpormacdon Implemencation Manual {TIM). ( Endangered
Habirars League, supra, 131 Cal.App.4th at p. 783.) The TIM required thar the
relevant wraffic analyvsis “shall” rely on the merhods in the Highway Capaciy
Manual (fbid) The record showed chat, in applving the methodology in the
Hichway Capacity Manusel, the project would cause LOS o degrade to IVE.
{Ihidy The Counry of Orange approved the project regardless, relying instead on a
volume o capacity ratio methodolegy under which they determined LOS would
be B. (fb4d) The court beld that the county’s determination was inconsistent wich
its general plan because, under the methodology reguired by the general plan, the
project would degrade LOS to below the required standard. (£d at p. 7850 [t was
not enough that a different methodology showed an improved LOS. The same iz
true here; applying the methodology that is required by the General Plan ieself, the
Project will degrade 1LOS wo F in violaton of the requirement thar the Ciry
maintain LOS I, Therefore, the City cannot approve the Project as currently

proposed.

»  Freewav Merge/Diverge Analvais {Extubit A ac p. 14): The TIS contains a freeway
mergeldiverge analvsis for direct impacts from the Project, but does not melude A-18
such an analvais for curmulauve conditions. [n additon, the merge/diverge anabysis

! This seems 10 indicate thar the Project will fmprove conditions ar this intersection,
which is not possible, We assume that this value was identified in the BIR in error,
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15 not contained within the Diraft ETR. The California Supreme Court has made
clear that “the data in an EIR ... must be presented in a manner calculated o
adequartely inform the public and decision makers. ... Informartion scatered here
and there in EIR appendices or a report bured in an appendix, 1 not a substitute
for a good faith reasoned analyss.” { Vineyard, supra, 40 Cal.4th at p. 442.) When
the City revises the TIA and recirculates the Transpocration and Circulaton
chapter, the revised analyses should mclude a merge/diverge analysis for both

direct and cumualative impacts from the Project.

B. The cumulative analysis is inadequare.

An EIR is required to consider the curmnulative impacts of a project, defined as
“rwo or more individwal effects which, when considered together, are considerable or
which compound or increase other environmental impacts.” (CEQA Guidelines, §§
15130, 153355, "It is vitally important that an EIR avoid minimizing the comulanve
impacts. Rather, [the EIR] must reflect a conscientous effort to provide public agencies
and the general public with adequate and relevant detailed imformation about them ™
{ Citizens ro Preserve the Qvar v. Coonity of Verntura (1985) 176 CalApp3d 421, 4310
The cumulative analysis in the TIS and the EIR include a oumber of flaws that render
the analysis inadequarte.

The cumulative analysis considers three possible future scenarios: {1) existing
traffic concrol, which includes stop-sign conmolled intersections; (2) watfic signal conmols
ar all study intersections and reconfiguration of the SR 9%/TPaige Avenue interchange; and
{3 reconstricoon of several study intersections as roundabouts, (Exhibit A at p. 14.)
There appears to be oo funding avalable for scenarios (2) or {30, which leaves scepario
(1) as the only reasonably foreseeable scenario, From what we can tell, the City lacks any
substantial evidence o support the optimistc assumption that the future Improvements
called for in scenarios (2 and (3) will actually be built within a reasonably foreseeable
relevant time frame. The TIS and the EIR show that, under scenaric (1), all intersections

but one will operate at LLO3 F during a.m. and p.m. peak hours. Essentially, the entre

A-18
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system will break down. The EIR, though, does not disclose that this is the only likely
scenario, préferming to hold out hope (thowgh without support) for the notion that

salirans or other trans wn improvement funders will make major investments in the
Cal oth funde 1 mak h

interchange. MNor does the proposed mitigation adequately address the most reakistic
scenario of complete breakdown.
The cumulatve analysis also meludes many faulty assumpoions thar skew the
outeame of the traffic study:
=  Cumulative Freeway Traffic Volumes (Exhibit A, p. 15): The Draft EIE shows
that northbound &7 peak-hour volumes are roughly equal w southbound pm
peak-hour volumes, a5 would be expecred. In surprizing contrast, however, the
analysis shows the northbound p.m. peak-hour volumes are 50 1o 70 percent
higher than the southbound a.m. peak-hour volumes. "This result is not logical,
Mor does it represent a typical directional travel pattern, and therefore it must be
reconsidered in a revised and recirenlated TIA and Transportation and

Circuladon chapeer.

+  Drivewsy Traffic Volumes (Exhibit A, p. 150 Griffin Cove identified 17 inbound
wips thar are unaccounted for in the p.m. peak hour. According w the Project wip
generation esrmate, 190 inbound trips were projecred burt only 173 mips are
shown in Figure 5 of the TIS. Thizs error must be corrected in a recirculated TLA

and Transportation and Circulation chapter.

+  Queuwe Length (Exhibit A, pp. 15-17): The TIS shows that under cumulative
scenario 3 (the “roundabour alternarive™), the northbound approach at the
intersection of Blackstone Street and Paige Avenue would degrade from LOS C o
LOS F during the pum, peak hour, The addition of maffic from the Project would
increase delay by 387 percent, from 21.5 seconds to 104.7 seconds per vehicle. In
addition, gueuemg on Blackstone Sreet would extend 1,253 feet, which would
reach beyond the southern property line of Love’s Travel Swop on the east side of

the street. A queue of this length would flogk access 1o the Love's Travel Siop vig

A-20
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Blacksroge Street; and because there is no aceess o Love's foom Paige Avenue, gff
vehicle gogess ro the Love’s feclioy would be locked during the pom. peak hour,

This scenario is obviously of great concern to Love's,

The EIR, however, entirely ignores the approach delay and nstead indicaces that
because the overaff intersection would operate at LOS D, there would be no
impact at this intersecdon. As described above, however, the General Plan
requires implementadon of the Aighway Capaciy Manua! methodology to
derermine LOS, The Highwav Capacicy Manualdefines LOS ar a roundabour 1o
include bourapproach delay and overall intersection delav, Because the EIR does
not follow the required methedology, the EIR entirely ignores this significant
mnpact, in vielaton of CEQA and the General Plan. This new significant impact

requires recirculation pursuant to CECQA Guidelines section 13088, 3, subdivision

(a3(1).

In addition, the TIS and EIR do not include analysis of the effecrs of he delay and
quensing on Blacksoone Srreet on operation of either the Project’s or Love's
driveways. Because of the above-described congested condinons on Blackstone
Street, which would make an et on Blackstone very unattractive, dnvers secking
o leave the Pilot site would exit via Pilors daveway on Paige Avenue, where
drivers would exir via a right tum. This may seem at firse blush to be a good thing;
but exidng Pilot drivers who desire o enter onto southibound SE 99 would then
be required to make & ferf rum ar the Paige Avenue/Blackstone intersection. Left
turns have a greater impact on vehicular delay at an intersection than does through
traffic, such as northbound traffic coming up Blackstone through its intersection
with Paige would be. Therefore, the Project’s impact at this intersection would be
even greater than what was considered in the TIS and the Draft EIR.

The TIS and EIR are similarly deficient with respect to cumulative scenario 2 {the

“gignals alternative™), Based on the same faulty analysis, the TIS assumes the

A-23
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intersecton of Blackstone Streer and Paige Avenue would aperate at LOS D m the

.. peak hour, when the intersection would actually operate ar LOS B,

A-23
Also of note, the TIS analysis of the “signals alternaove” does not idenofy the Coan't

quene lengths on any of the intersection approaches, though it 15 reasonable to

expect that such queues would be consderable.

IV. The proposed mitigation measures do not adequately mitigare for
significant impacets from the Project.

A. AMditipation Megsure 3.12-1
Minganon Measure (MM} 3.12-1 requires the Project proponent and the City to:

negotate in good faith and enter into a Development Agreement
idennfyving required opemng day improvements and the tmimng of
their construction. The Development Agreement will specify which of
the required improvements are eligible for reimbursements from the
City, as well as the conditions and timing of said reimbursements.
The Development Agreement shall provide for reimbursement to the
project proponent for construction of regional improvements that are
inchuded in the City"s development impact fee program. These
improvements would include the following:

A-24

& Installanon of interconnected traffic signals at the afected
intersections of Laspina StreevPaige Avenue, SR 99 5B off-
ramp/Paige Avenue, SE 99 NB off-ramp/Paige Avenue, and
Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue,

» Construction of intersection improvements at the affected
intersections of Laspina StreevPaige Avenue, SR 99 5B off-
ramp/Paige Avenue, SR 99 NB off-ramp/Page Avenue, and
Blackstone SrreerPaige Avenue 1o provide required lane
geometry and ramped curb returns.

*  Additonal roadway widening 4s derermined dunng profect

{Drraft BEIR, p. 3.12-16, emphasis added. )
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Mirigation Measure 3.12-1 improperly defers mitigation in violation of CECQA,
and fails to include any performance standard (e.g., achievement and maintenance of
LOS ¥ thar, if accomplished, would render the effect less than significanr. This tvpe of
approach has been soundly rejected by the courts, As a general rule, CEQA does not
allow an agency to defer the development of mitigation measures until after project
approval. {CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.4, subd. (a){13(B) [“[formulation of mitigation
measures should not be deferred untl some furare time™]; Communities for 2 Berrer
Environmment v. iy of Richmond (2010) 184 Cal App.deh 70 {CBE v. Citvof
Fichmond).) An agency may defer the specifics of mitigation only when: (1) thie EIR
coneains criceria or performance standards o govern future actions: {2} practical
considerations preclude the development of carlier measures; and (3) the lead agency has
assurances that the future miktigaton will be both “feasible and efficacious.” (CBE ¢ Ciny
of Richmond, supra, 184 Cal. App.dth at p. 95; see also San Joaguin Rapror Rescue
Center v. Counly of Merced (2007) 14% Cal. App.dth 645, 669-71 [county improperly
deferred mitigation when it allowed a land management plan for special status vernal
pool species to be developed after certification of EIR]; Genry v. Clty of Murrieta (1995)
36 Cal.App.4th 1359, 1396 [condinoning a permir on “recommendarions of a repor thar
had yet to be performed” constituted improper deferral of mingadon] )

Here, Midgation Measure 3.12-1 doees not include any performance standards or
criteria to puide future design decisions. To our knowledge, though, there also are no
“practical considerations™ thae prevent the City from refining this measure o ensure thae
the ultimare faciliues designs, taken together, will result in the achievement and
maintenance of LOS ID. The efforr is certainly warth a tey, If it rurns our thar LOS D
cannot be achieved and maintained withour a much more ambitiows set of interchange
improvermnents, the City should learn about this problem before approving the Project.
Such revelations would prevent the City from approving the Project until a solution thae
would achieve LOS I is identified and certain of implementation, Currently, the only
barrier to developing an adequarte mitigation steategy is the face chat the current teaffic
study is substantially flawed for the reasons oudined above and in Griffin Cove's letter.

Wichour an adequare waffic study. i is impossible to consider the Project’s mue impacrs;

A-24
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and without acknowledging and understanding the significant impacts from the Project, it
is impossible w identify proper mitgation measures,

Even where Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 does identify some potential
improvements, the measure does not include the details required by CEQA. For
example, as identfied in the Gnifin Cove letter, (1) there 15 no intersection of SR 949 5B
of-ramp/Paige Avenue (the SR 00 5B ramps meet Blackseone at a stop sign); (u) the
measure fails to speoify the required lane geometry or the nature and extent of needed
roadway wideming; and (m} the TIS and EIR fail enorely to idenafy whether or how the
measures will actually mitigate the Project’s sipnificant impacts. In fact, the Deaft EIR
does not even attempt to present post-mitigation intersection delay values, This whole
approach i1 not sufficient under CEQA 2

The text of the Draft BEIR ako seems to indicate that the Project proponent would
be required to pay its fair share for the construction of improvements in order to mitgate
for the direct impacts from the Project. Midgation Measure 3.12-1, however, does not
actually require a fair share payment. And the EIR does not identify, nor do we know of,
a tralfic impact fee progeam that would address the impacts from the Project, Even if the
measure does require payment of a fair share fee, such measures are generally intended to
mitigate for a project’s cumofamve impacts. (See, e g, CEQA Gudelines, § 15030, subd.
{a)(3) [a project’s cumulatve contribution “is less than cumulatively considerable if the
project ig regquired to implement of fund its faic share of a mitigaton meagure o
measures designed o alleviate the cumulative impact™).) The pavment of fees into a fee
program is oot always an appropriate mitigation measure for dicect, project-specific
impacts from a project. Although it may be appropriate to provide for partially
reimbursing an applicant who funds an improvement that also happens to benefit other
property owners going forward, it is not adequate project-specific mitigation to simply
require an applicant to pay a fee that would contribute to the congtruction of

improvements at some unknown future date.

2% e note the same deficiencies are present in MM 3.12-2, which must also be corrected.

A-24
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Here, the City's EIR uldmately determines that “because improvements may not
be completed simultaneowsly with need [the walfic and circulation] impacts [are]
considered significant and pnavoidable” Although this conclusion may represent a
conservative approach under CEQA, it highlights the fact thac the City may not currently
approve the Project as proposed as doing so would violate General Plan Policy TR-P2.3,
which states that “[c]he city shall masrtaim Level of Sepvice of “D,” as defined in the
Highway Capacity Manual ™ (Tulare General Plan, TR-P2,5 {Oct. 2004) p. 3-14.)

Because Mitdgaton Measure 3,12-1 does not even purport to ensure that 1LOS will

A-24

rernain at I or better, approval of the Project would constitute a violation of the General
Plan and the Planning and Zoning Law. The City must go back and conduct a new,
sufficient analysis of potencial impacts and commit to mitigation that ensures that, on

opening day, the Project will not degrade LOS below 1.

B. Mitgarmon AMegsure 4.0-1
To mitgare for cumulative impacts from the Project, Mitgaton Measure 4.1-0
requires the Project applicant wo;

pay its equitable share cost coward all idencified intersection improvements
consistent with [MM] 3.12-1. Addinonally, the City shall momitor and
evaluare teaffic ac the 10-vear and 15-year time period to determine if a
signal would be required ac the first driveway in order to ensure chat it
operates at an acceprable LOS, If the results of the craffic monitoring show
that a signal warrant is met at that time, the Project Applicant shall be A-25
responsible for funding the addidon of a median and the modificanon of
the intetsection into a right-in and right-out only driveway.

(Deaft EIR, p. 4.0-27.}

This mitigation measure is flawed for a number of reasons, First, as explained
above, Mitgaton Measure 3.12-1 does not acmally require a fair share payment, and
there is no identified fee program that will mitigate for the Project’s impacts. Second,
Mirigation Measure 4.1-0 only requires monitoring and evaluation of waffic after 10 years
and 15 years. Even based on the flawed traffic study, one can surmise that there & a very
high likelibood that a traffic signal aall be warranted on the Project’s opening day; but
under Mitigation Measure 4.1-0, the Project applicant could ignore those impacts for the
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firse 10 years, Third, the measure indicates that if a signal warrane 15 met, the applicant
shall fund the addition of a median and modificatnon of the interseceion; but the measure

does not acrually require the necessary signalization of the intersecrion.

V. The City must recirculate a revised TIA and Transportation and Circulation
chapter before considering taking action to approve the Project.

An EIR must be recirculared when significant new informarion is added to the
EIR afrer public review bur before cemificarion. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21092, 1;
CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5, subd. (a).) Recirculation is triggered, for example, where
“[t]he draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequare and conclusory in nature
that meanmgful public review and comment were precluded.” (CEQA Guidelines, §
15088.5, subd. {a)} Recirculation is also required when information not provided in a
draft EIR “reveals. for example. a new subsrancial impact or a substantially increased
impact of the environmment.” { Vioevard, supra, 40 Cal 4th at p. 447; see also CEQA
Guidelines, § 15088.5, subds, (a)(1), (a)(2).)

As explained in grear detail above and in Griffin Cove's letter, the TS and EIR
rely on patently madequate assumptions and analysis. Because of the madequate
assumptions, the TIS and EIR very likely did not identify significant impaces from the
Project, In addition, the TIS did identify significant itmpacts that are not recognized or
discussed in the EIR rext. Moreover, the mitigation measures impropetly defer
mitigation, in part because it is not possible to develop adequare mitigation without an
adequare rraffic srudy. Because of these deficiencies, borh Love's and rhe public ar large
are unable to understand the potentally significant impacts from the Projece. For these
reasons, the City must revise the analyvsis and midgation measures 1o the TIS and the
Transportation and Circulation chapter and recirculate themn for additonal public

commentary.*

* All other analyses for the Project thar rely on the traffic analysis, including air quality,
greenhouse gases, and noise, must also be revised; and they should be recirculated as well
il new significant effects are revealed or there are any substanrial increases in any
previously-identified effects.

A-25
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WI. Conclusion

In summary, the current TIS and the Draft ETR are inadeguate under CECA, and
ppprovel of the Project based on the current record would viclote the City™s General
Plan. We urge the City not 1o approve the Peoject or 1o certfy the EIR unrll the serious
problems identified above are nddressed in a new TIS and Transporoation and
Circulation chaprer and the documents are recirculated for additonal public comment.
We also request, vin Public Resources Code secrion 21002 .2, subdivision {a), and the
Califoroia Public Records Act (Gov, Code, § 6250 ot seq. ), that the City provide us with
notce of anv documents prepared or actons 1o be aken on the Project.

We would be happy to discuss our concerns at any time and can be reached as
indicated at the borom of page one of this lerter. We can also make our client available
to City officials interested in taking a problem-solving appreach to the issues identified
herein, Indeed, the ultimate interest of Love's is thar, if the City eventually approves the
proposed Pilot project in some form, the Project will not overwhelm the infrastructare in
the immediate ared (Le., LOS I will be maintained) or create ingress and egress
problems for Love's, Love's employs gond, crearive engineers who might be able wo assist
in identifying potential solations.

WVery truly yours,

oy ] 1 J P d ||.
Tt 'j'—q 4 (o P\ ™ \ w LA Ex

James G, Moose

oo Josh McDonnell
Heather M. Phillips
Willard Bpps
Trisha Whitfield
Mayor and City Coundcil
Greg Love
Rick Shuffield
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Griffin Cove Transportation Consulfing, PLLC

June 8, 2018

Mr. James G, Moose

Remy Moose Manley LLFP
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 300
Sacrumento, Culifornia 95514

Subject:  Proposed Tulare Pilot Flying J
Diraft Environmentad Lpeaet Report = Transporiation and Cirealation
Tulare, California

Dear Mr, Moose:

As requested. Griffin Cove Trunsportwtion Consulting, PLLC (GCTC) conducted a review of the
iranesporidion and cireulaion study corpleied with respect to the proposed Tulare Pilol Flying T project
{“Project™y in Tulare, California. The Project is the subject of a Drafi Environmental Impact Report
{D¥EIR} prepared for the City of Tulare Community Development Depaniment {Reference: De Novo
Manning Group, Draft Envirenmenta! Iupact Beport for the Twlore Piloe Fiving J, May |, 20018) The
DEIR incorperates (as Appendis Fi a roffic impact study prepared by Stantee. (Reference: Stantec, Final
Repart « Traffic Ingract Sy of Proposed Pilor Travel Center, March 16, HHE.)

Our review focused on the technical adequacy of the transportation and cireulstion analysis presented in
the DEIR and the Stantec study, including the detiled procedures and conclusions decumented there, As
explained below, the traffic analysis is fluwed in several respects and the conclusions in the DEIR
regarding traffic impacts are unsupported and contrary to the evidence. For the reasons explained below,
the Mows and omissions in the study suppori o reasonable inference that the proposed project may have
significant traffic impacts, inmy professional judgmen,

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Our key findings with respect to the deficiencies in the DEIR Transportation and Circulation analysis are
summarized below:

*  The Progect will viodwte the Citv of Tielare General Plon policy thil requines imlersections 1o operale sl
Level of Service {LOS) [} or beter. This is a significant impact thar was pot revealed in the DEIR,
More importantly. though, the City cannot approve the Project under the circumstances, as a violation
of a mandatory General Plan policy is a violation of the Califormia Planning and Zoning Law, and
thus is not a mere “impact”™ that con allowed o occur through the issuence of a Stuement of
Overnding Considerstions, as the City apparently initends

*  The Project tip generalion estimate is based on oo litle data, amd that data was collected ot a Facilitg
that is not sufficiently comparable io the Projeci, in pari because that facility was relatively new when
the counts were performed, so its level of patronage had not fully developed. In addition, it is not as
readily accessible 1o freeway traffic as the Project, and the volume of freeway traffic near that site is
substantially lower than the compursble volume at the Project site. [n general, the tnp generstion
estinste does nol securately reflect the anticipated volume of waffic ssocisted with the Project,

P.0. Box 1586 « Mackinas Band, M1 49757 « Fhone: (906) 847-8276
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* The projected geographic distribution of Project-generated trips exhibits a failure 1o understand the
characteristics of the Project, particularly with respect to the volume and orientation of freeway

truflic.

*  The analysis does not sceurately reflect the volume of rock traffic in the study area, leading 1o overly
optinistic conclusions regarding existing wmd projected raffic operations,

»  The level of service resulis for unsignalized intersections and roundabowts are improperly reported,
Specifically, they fail to conform to the level of service definitions presented in the Transportation
Research Hoard's Mighway Capacity Mameal, as reguired by the Ciy of Twelare General Plan,
Comsequently, the reported analysis reselts present overlv-optimiste views of projected raffic
aperations, and two significant imgacts were mot revealed in the DEIR,

*  The DEIR omited amilyses of freeway one and off-ramps, which were presented in the Stuniec
document, depriving the public of key information regarding the impacts of the Project.

& The assumptions regarding the roadway system that will exist in the year 2036 cumulative conditions
seenarios are unrealistic, as there is no certainty that the substantial future improvements included in
the analvsis will actually oceor, ot beast in purt due to the fuct that no funding is programmed for those
MRjOr Improvements,

®  The future year freeway traffic volume projections are Nawed.

*  The DEIR falls to address projected adverse conditions along the Project frontage on Blackstone
Street under cumulative conditions. Projected queues of vehicles will effectively block access to the
Project and the existing Love’s fucility on the eust side of the street. As a result, Project traffic will be
diverted to e propesed Paige Avenve doveway, which will impact traffic operations st Blackstone
Sereet/Paige Avenue in ways that have not been addressed in the DEIR. The Love's facility, on the
ather hand, has no access to Paige Avenue, so no alternative access location will be available o s
patrons.

®  The mitigation messures identified for Existing Plus Project conditions are deficient. in that they call
for Fair share comribations and fee payments, which are inadeguite and inappropriate to respomnd o
the direct imprscts associated with the Project. Further, no evidence has been presented relstive o the
existence of any fee-based capital improvement program or other funding or financing mechanizm
with sufficient capital resources to be able to fully fund the reguired improvements within a
foresesable time frame. Also, specific physical improvements have not been sdequately detailed in
the ritigation mepsre, 15 presented.

*  The DEIR must clarify exactly what Proqect-related improvements will be in place and operational on
ithe opening day of the Project. and provide adequate assurance of their implementation in that time
frame.

& The cumulative conditions mitigation measures are also deficient and poorly defined.

®  The truck sveess anulysis fails to demonstrate that all trucks that will likely be attracted to the Project
will be able to enter and exit the sibe safely.

Euch of these issues is wddressed in detail below.

Griffin Cove Transportation Censulting, PLLC
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TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY REVIEW

Our review of the ralfie imgacl study Tor the propesed Tulare Pilot Flving J propect revealed several
issues thar render the DEIR inadequate and that must be addressed prior approval of the Project by the
City of Tulare. These isswes are presented below.

|, General Plan Compliance - The DEIR describes relevant goals and policies contained within the
City of Tidare General Plan beginning at po 3.12-10. Among those, Policy TR-P2.3 states:

Level of Service Standard. The Ciry shall maintain Level of Service of "D, ax defined in
the Highway Capaciny Manual (published by the Transportation Research Board of the
National Research Couneil), as the mininnuim desiratde service level ar which freewars,
arterial streets, callector streets and their intersections showlid operare,

Implementation of the Project will result in viclations of this mandatory policy, however, Under
Existing Flus Prigect conditions, for instance, the DEIR hag designated the Projec impacis ol several
siudy intersections as significant and unavoidable, *. . . becanse improvements may nod be completed
simultaneously with need . . " (DEIR, p. 3.12-16) The failure to complete the necessary mitigation
medsures concurrently with (or in sdvance of) completion of the Project will result in traffic
operations that full short of the reguired LOS D at the following study intersections, according to
DEIR Table 3,127 {p. 3.12-13)

*  Laspina StreetPasge Avenue - LOS F in the PM peak hour,
= Stae Route 99 Morthbound Off-rampPaige Avenue = LOS Fin the PM peak hour, amd
*  State Route 99 Southbound C-ramp/Paige Aveoue = LOS E in the AM and PM peak hours,

As will be described in greater dedail below, similar Project-related violations of the General Plan
policy will cocur at the ntersection of Blackstone StreetPaige Avenue under cumulative conditions,
I weblition, DEIR Table 4.0-10 (p, 4.0-26) reveals thi the two nerthbound stedy segrents on State
Rouwte 99 (SR 99 are both projected to operute st LOS F (i, in excess of capacity) under “20-Year
Cumulative Plus Project” conditions. and no mitigation is offered o remedy these substantial
deficiencies.

Finally, with respect to the analysis of cumulative conditions traffic operations, the DEIR concludes
{p. 4.0-27):

In summary, due to the facr thar sigralization of all intersections identified under the
signalization alfermative cannot be graranteed ar this time, impacts related to this ropic
wopld be cumplatively considerable oo significant and onavoidable, [Emphass no
wilided]

According to DEIR Table 4.0-7 ip, 4.0-22), the failure o implement waffic signal control ar the
curremtly-unsignalized inersections would result in LOS F a1 these locations under 20-Year
Coumulative Plus Project™ conditions with existing traffic control. This is clearly a violation of the
Geeneral Plun requirement to operate at LOS D, The DEIR authors do not appear 1o understand that
these violatons of the General Plan LOS D policy ane faal w the Project. which cannet lawfully be
approved unless it is consistent with the City"s General Plan,

2. Project Trip Generation = The trip generation estimales for the Progect are presented ot DEIR Table
3026 (p. 312-B) and Stantec Table T (p. 17). The wip generation values for the Project were

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC
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developed bused on counts conducted ot the existing Pilot Travel Center in Paterson, Califormia,
{DEIR, p. 3.12-8 and Stuntec, p. 16) We have several concerns regarding the validity of the Project
irip generation estimates.

A Bample Size and Dvara Collection Requirements

First, we are concerned that the rip generation estimates for the Project are based on a sample size of
one; that is, the data used to develop the trip generation estimates was collected at a single location on
a single ocoasion, The Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generarion Handback (Third
Edition, August 2004, p. 260 savs to collect local data when the:

Data pler has only one or mo data peints (and, preferatly, wizen five or fewerlf. |

Further. the Trip Generution Handbook (p. 20} addresses the preferred sample size for selecting
appropriate trip generslion rates from those available in the ITE Trip Generarion Mamead (ITE, Minth
Editien, 2002):

s If the nuniler of datg points ix one o o, either (1) consider the wse of a different
tdepeidens varialile and s aseociated data pages, or [2) colleer local dara aid
esteblish a local or consolidared rare. Refer o Chapter 9 for guidance.

& Jf the rumber of data points is three, four, or five, the analyst i5 encouraged o
colfect local data and estabiish a lecal or conselfidated rare . . . [Emphasis not added]

In summary. only it the sample size is six or more does the ITE handbock indicate that it is
acceptable 1o proveed with the analvsis, Ghviously, o single doto point 15 inadequate o represent o
varld inehicntion of the irp generation charmcteristics of any land use,

B. Existing Patterson Pilor Travel Center is Not Comparable to Project

We also question whether the existing Pilot Travel Center is sufficiently similar to the Project. In
particulor, we nete that the Paterson fecility was relatively new when the counts were performed,
Consequently, 11: level of patronage (and corresponding traffac volumes) had not fully developed, as
it was somewhat unknown o potential patrons. In addition, the Patterson facility is located over three-
quarters of o mile from the freewsy and is, therefore, not as visible or readily accessible to freewny
truffic as the Project site.

This is important because the vast mujority of the traffic associnted with the Project 1s onented
tofrom the nearby State Route 99 (SR 99 freeway., Specifically, the estimated Project trp
disiribution shown in (ke DEIR (Figure 3,12-3 - Project Trip Dismbution, p, 3,12-255 and the Stantec
report (Figure 4 — Project Trip Distribution, p. 19) indicates that &9 percent of the Project’s truck
traffic and 50 percent of the fast food and non-truck traffic will be oriented to and from the freeway.
{The wrip distribution assumptions emploved in the traffic impact study will be addressed in greater
detwil luter.]

Other studies have shown greater freeway percentages. For example, o recent study for o proposed E-
Z Trp Travel Center in Fresno County, California, showed thit 90 percent of the project traffic would
be freeway-onented, (Reference: Peters Enginesring Girowp, Treffic Togpact Analysis = Proposed E-2
Trip Travel Center, Movember 16, 2016.) Further, the average freeway percentage in three studies of
similar facilities (cited later in this reporth was 82 percent, while data collected ar six Love™s Travel
Stops & Country Stores showed an average of over 87 percent frecway trutfic,
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I shost, a heavy onentation of rips 10 and from the mearky freeway s typieal of such Gecilites,
Consequently, the volume of traffic ut these fucilities is highly dependent wpon the volume of traffic
on the freeway that is served by the iravel center. A review of Calrans traffic volume data reveals
that the volume on SE 99 near the Tulure Project site is substantially grester than the volume of
traffic om Interstate 5 ([-5) rear the Patterson site where irip peneration data was collected,
{According o the data collection sheers presented in Appendix © 1o the Stantec report, the Fattzrson
Flving 1 is located at the Sperry Avenue interchange om [-5.)

Tuble | swmmarizes a comparizon of freeway traffic volumes at the two locations for the vears 2014,
2015, and 2016 {the most recent availuble duts). Attachment A contains the Calirans data sheets.

As shown, the daily traffic volumes on SR 99 at Paige Road are consistently greater than the volumes
on [-5 at Sperry Avenue. With respect to the volumes in the year 2004, which served as the basis for
the traffic impact analysis, the SE 99 volumes were as much as 16.3 percent higher thon the [-5
velumes, Looking at the more recent data, we see that in 20016, the SE 99 volumes were as much as
6.6 percent higher than the corresponding 1-3 volume,

Given this considersble disparity between the 1-5 and SR 99 waffic volumes, it is readily apparent tha
the amount of traffic that will be diverted from SR 99 o the Project will substamially exceed the
vedume of raffic divenied from -5 to the Parterson facility. Despite this, the DEIR iraffic analysis has
improperly assumed that the Project will generate exactly the same number of AM and PM peak-hour
trips a5 the Palerson facility. To be reasonable, the Paterson data must be adjusted 10 reflect the
circumstances that prevail in the vicimiry of the Tulare Project,

Table 1
Daily Traffic YVolume Comparison
Inferstate S/Sperry Avenue vs, State Ronte 9 Paige Road
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)
Direction Interstate 5 at Stwte Foute 99 at T
Y ear from Ilmterchange | Sperry Avenue Puige Heoad Difference
South 40000 46,500 +16.3%
2014
Morth 45000 48500 +|2.8%
Houth 41,0010 50,000 +22.0F%
205 - . - S . S 4 B
Morth 44,500 53,000 +19.1%
South 414Ky $6.000 +30,6%
2016’
MNaorth 47600 57000 +19.7%
References:
' Calrans, 2004 Traffic Vidames on Califormia St Highways,
* Caltrans, 205 Traffic Vidumes on California State Highweays,
" Caltrans, 2006 Traffic Voedumes on Califormia State Highways,

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC
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Inn sumirmary, the tip generation estimate (o the propesed Project substantially anderstates the volume
af Project-related traffic, and the Project’s wraffic impacts huve been similarly understated.

. Questienuble Trip Generation Breokdown for Projecr Components

As noted above, the DEIR waffic analysis assumed that the Project will generate exactly the same
todal numier of AM and PM peak-hour rips as the Pamerson facility, However, the DEIR analysis
has classified those totals into four separate trip types: truck foeling, RY fueling, awto fueling, and
fust food restourant. Mo information s provided with respect 1o how the total tmips derived from
drivewy counts at the Patterson fucility were disuggrepated into the four cutegories. This is importiont
because the truck fueling trips were multiplied by a “passenger car equivalent” factor of 3,0 w reflect
their lower operating charsctenistics. (Thiz is described in greater detail below.) If the number of
truck fueling trips was underestimated, then the impacts of the Project traffic will have also been
underestimated.

0. Fasr Food Trip Generation Underestimared

Although the trip generation data collected at the Pilotr Travel Center in Patterson, California
consisted only of counts at the fucility’s driveways, the DEIR wraffic anulysis shows trip rates und the
number of trips pssecimed with four separate Project components: truck fueling, BY fueling, auto
lueling, and fizst Tood restaurants, As noted above, no explanation is provided 1o clanfy how the ol
trip values derived from the driveway counts were broken down into those four cate gosies.

OF panicelar concern s the estimate of wips associated with the proposed 2,3 70-square-foot {3F) fas
food restaurant(s), As the DEIR and the Stantec report both node, frip generation estimates for
proposed projects are typically developed using information presented in the Trip Generarion Mangal
{Institute of Transpontation Engineers, Ninth Edition. 2012). Table 2 presents a companison of the fast
food trip generation rates wsed in the DEIR analysis o the corresponding rates presented in the [TE
document, As shown, the ITE rates are substantially higher than the rtes employed in the DEIR
analysis, particularly in the AM peak howr.

Table 2
Fast Food Trip Generation Rate Comparison
Trip Generation Rate {Trips'| 000 SF)

Source [ Draily AM Peuk Hour PM Peak Hour
DEIR' 7 Stantec’ [ 436.2 18.7 26.7
ITE Trip Generation Mamiel” { 496.12 ! _43.42 I 3265
Percent Daflerence | +13. 7% +142 9% +22.3%

Motes:

' DEIR. Table 3.12-6; Proposed Project Trip Generation, p. 5.12-8,

* Sramec, Table 7: Proposad Project Trip Generation, p. 17

T Institme of Transpontation Engineers, Trip Generarion Mamead, Land Use Code 934 - Fast-Food
Restaurant with Dirive-Through Window, p. 1912 - 1914,

Tible 3 illustrates the specific effect of this wnderestinstion of fast food rrps,
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Tahle 3
Fasi Foud Trip Generation Comparison
Trip Generation Estimate
Source Draily AM Peak Hour Ph Peak Hour
DEIR'/ Stantec” : L1891 il 81 1 73
ITE Trip Generation Manual” 1,354 124 bl
Ditference 163 73 16

Motes:

' DEIR. Table 3.12-6: Proposed Project Trip Generation, p. 3.12-8,

I Stmtes, Table 7: Propesed Project Trip Generation, p. 17,

* Institute of Transportation Engineers, Trip Generation Mamal, Land Use Code 934 = Fast-Food
Restaurant with Drive-Through Window, p, 1912 - 1914,

The volume of fast food-relaed mps has been substantially underestimated in the DEIR analysis,
particularly in the AM peak hour and en a daily basis, As noded earlier, the DEIR/Stamec 1rip
distribation for the Project indicates that half of these trips will be on the local street system with the
other half being freeway-oriented. Thus, the potential impescts of the Project on freewuy ramps and
locul street intersections have been understated in the DEIR.

E. Inadegeare Trip Generarion Analysis for Truckers” Services

We note that the DEIR Project Description (p. 2.0-2} states that the Project will include a 14.967 SF
building with the following components:

*  Driver’s lounge,

*  (Game room,

*  Pay phones.

= ATMs,

= Western Union Check Cashing.

= Wi-Fi,

*  Restroom facilities, including nine showers,
*  Laundry, amd

*  Twogquick-serve restaurants

As noded above, the fast food restaurants will constitute 2,370 SF, so the remainder of the focilities
listest above will encompass 12,597 5F.

However, the Project irip generation estimute presented af DEIR Tuble 3.12-6 (p. 3.12-8) and Stuntec
Table T {p. 17} Fails 1o account for this “treckers’ services” component of the Project, as listed above,
Iginoring this key component of the Project will likely lead to underestimation af the Project’s wip
generation, which could. in twm, result in understatement of the Project’s wraffic impacts.

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC
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F. Passenger Car Equivalent Adiustmens

According (o the Stantec report (p. 51, the Propest ineludes mine diesel fueling positions for trucks and
recreational vehicles (RY) plos three additicnal fueling posinons for BY. The Praject wnip generalion
estimnate applies an appropriste adjustrnent to the estimated truck wraffic o convert those volumes o
“passenger car equivalents” or PCE. This adjustment is intended to reflect the fact that trucks have
lower operating capabilities than passenger cars (eg., they aceelerate more slowly and reguire o
wreater distance to stop), However, no PCE adjustment was applied w the BY raffic thar will be
attracted (o the Project.

The imersection level of service calculaions were performed using procedures documentesd in the
Highway Capuciry Munaal {Transportation Research Board, 20000} According 1o thar document (p.
110k

A heavy velicle ix defimed us any velicle with more than four nires rowching the
PIVERIERT

A second definition expands upon that basic description (p, 11-13):

A heavy veliele fs defined as any velicle with more thane foor wheels on the grownd
during normal operation. Such velucles are generally categorized ax rracks, buses, or
RVi.

Clearly, BV traffic should be treated the same as truck traffic, including the application of a PCE
factor. The failure to apply the PCE adjustment factor to RV trips means that the intersection deluy
estimutes understate the impacts of the Progect,

Tripy Generation Suwmmary

In surmmary, the trip generation estimute prepared for the Project lucks credibility, as it is based on
insufficient duts and several of the specific factors applied in developing the estimate have not been
adequately substantiated. These numercus deficiencies raise sigmificam questions regarding the
validity of the Project wip genermion estimate.

Freeway Truck Percentuge = The DEIR/Swntes raffic analysiz assumed that trucks constiture 20
percent of the SR 949 waffic. This percentage was apparently based on Calirans data from 2014 for SR
9 at its junction with State Route 137, north of the project site. Comparable data from 2005 and 20016
show 24 pereent trucks ot that location. (No 2017 duta are available yet.b

Interestingly, if you look in the other direction {i.e., south of the project site st Avenwe 200, Cultrans
shows generully higher truck percentages: 22 percent in 2014, 25 percent in 20015, and 27.6] percent
in 06, I s imporiam 1o recognize that the 25 percent and 27.61 percent values cited here were
“verified” by Caltrans, whereas the 20 percent value employed in the DEIR analysis was only an
estimate. (Attachment B presents the pertinent Caltrans data sheets.)

The percentage (and, therefore, the number) of trucks in the siudy area was undersiated in the raffic
analysis. The lower performance characteristics of trucks means that, compared to passenger cars,
they have greater detrimentu] effects on traffic operations, but this wis not sdequutely reflected in the
analysis, Consequently, a mislesding and overly optimistic indication of study arca traffic operstions
wiis preseited,
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4, Fmtersection Truck Fercentage — The DEIRStntec traffic analysis assumed that 14 percent of the
truffic on Paige Avenue is trucks, based on 4 vehicle classification count performed on October 27,
20015, This value, however, is based on a misinerpretation of the data.

Specifically, the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has defined 13 classes of vehicles. OfF
those, Classes 5 — 13 are defined as “heavy vehicles.” Review of the vehicle classification count data
sheets in Appendiz C of the Stantec report reveals thot the 14 percent value used in the DEIR analysis
was based on Classes 6 - 13 only, If we appropriately add in Class §, the percentage increases o 17
percent, {Amachment O presems the FHW A classification schems.)

Ty aschebitican, it 1% imteresting w note that the analysis assumed that all approaches at the Treeway ramg
intersections would have 14 percent trucks, even though the freeway mainline has a higher
percentage. This is inappropriste, as it is reasonable 1o expect that ramp raffic reflects the
charactenistics of the freewny mainline, not the local streets; thus, the higher percentage should be
used. For off-ramp imersections, the freeway truck percentage should be applied 10 the off-ramp
appraach o the stndy intersection. For freeway an-ramps, the mwming movements associated with
vehicles turning onto the on-ramp should use the freeway percentage,

By failing w0 fully account for the volume of trucks at the swdy inlersections, the DEIR
underestimates the inersection delay values.

5. Project Trip Dizeribution - Trip distibution describes the geographic orentation of raffic traveling
10 and from the Project site. In the case of a travel center, such as the proposed Project, the irips are
heavily oriented toffrom the freeway. According to the DEIR traffic smdy, the Project-related trip
dissribution is as follows:

*  Total 5B 9% freeway traffic

o Trucks: 69 percent

o Fast Food and Non-trucks: S0k percent
®  To'from the nosth

o Trucks — 37 percent

o Fast Food and Non-trucks — 37 percent
®  Toffrom the south

o Trucks — 32 percent

o Fast Food and Mon-trucks — 13 percent

Thus, as shown, only &9 percent of the wruck traffic and 50 percent of the non-truck raffic were
assumed o be frecway-oriented.

In contrase, data collected at six existing Love’s Travel Stop & Country Store locations (including the
location on South Blackstone Street in Tulare} indicates that over 87 percent of the patrons are
freewny travelers, In Tulare, those patrons generally exit the freeway of Paige Avenue. then continue
on in the same direction on the freeway after a stop at Love's, The freeway percentages for the six
Lowve's facilities surveyed are as high as 94 percent, as follows:

= Lost Hills: 4.4 percent,
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®  Sunta Nellaz: 9214 percend,

®  Loudi: #9.4 percent,
»  Coachellu: #7.1 percent,
*  Barsiow: 26,8 percen,
*  Tulare: TE.3 percem, and
* Averpe: £7.6 percent.

An internet search revenled several traftic impact studies for other travel centers in central Califormia,
mcluding information regarding thear expected geographic irip distribution:

*  Fresng County, Califorma (Reference: Peters Engineering Group, Traffic Bepoce Sty
Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center, November 16, 2016.)
o Tetal 1-5 freeway raffic: 90 percent.
= Morthbound: 45 percent
*  Sowthbound; 45 percent

*  Williams, California (Reference: Fehr & Peers, Final Traffic Report = Love's Cowmitry Store
i Willtams, {:'.-t],_ Augusl mlﬁ]

o Total 1-5 freeway troffic: 85 percent.
*  Morthbound: 55 percent
* Southbound: M) percent
*  Maders County, Califori (Reference: Peters Engimeering Group, Traffic fmpaci Study -
Proposed Travel Center, JTanuary 25, 216.)
o Total SK 99 freeway traffic: 72 percem.
= Morthbound: M percent
v Seaithboid: 36 percent

Pertinent excerpts from each of these studics are presented in Attachment 1,

As noted above, on average, these sudies estimated thar 82 percent of the project-generated raific
would be freeway-oriented. Clearly, the DEIR traffic stody has onderestimated the amount of Project
iraffic that will be freeway-oriented. As a result, the Project™s impact on the freeway moinline and
freewny on- and off-ramps has been understated.

As s the cuse with the understatement of the percentage of trucks among the vehicles on SR 99, this
understutement of freeway-oriented traffic 15 a particular concem ot the 3R 9% southbound off-rump
iversection at Blackstone Street, which already exhibits operationa] deficiencies. Examination of the
imersection level of service culculation sheets in the Stuntec appendices reveals that the critical
movement at this location is the westbound left turn - ie.. the left-turm movement from the SB 99 off-
ramp onto southbound Blackstone Street. Because of the location of this STOP-sign-controlled
movement an the freeway off-rimp, the potential exists for exting raffic to quews back onto the SR
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9 mainline, creating a significant safety issue. Table 4 summarizes operating conditions on that left-
turn movement, based on the Stantec delay calculsations.

Table 4
Level of Service Summary’
State Route 99 Southbhound Off-ramp/Blackstone Sireet
Wesibound Left-Turn

AM Peak Hour | Pl Peak Hour

. Anlysis Sceraric Delay” | LOS' | Delay LOS
Existing Conditions 225 C | 18.0 C
Existing + Projec 314 F | 3 E
Existing + Approved Projects 231 (B 205 C
Existing + Approved Projects + Project 2.7 F | 542 F

MNates:

' Reference: Stantec, Final Report < Traffic hmpact Study of Propased Pitor Travel Center, March
16, 2018,
Secondsfvehicle,

Level of service.

Mg shown, even with the Taulty rip distribution employed in the DEIR waific analysis, the westhound
left-turn movement at the SR 99 sowhbound off-ramp at Blacksione Smreet will operate al
unacceptable levels of service upon addition of the Project traffic. Under Existing Plus Approved
Projects Plus Project conditions. that movement is projected to operate at LOS F, which indicates that
traffic demand will exceed the capacity of the movement. A more realistic assessment of the Project’s
geographic 1op distobution woold likely inclede more waffic on the SR 99 freeway and,
conzequently, a greater Project impact ar this key off-ramp intersection.

The specific natre of the Project rip distmbution perceniages s also onusual, In particular, for a
travel center such as the Project, the typical traffic paitern involves a diversion from the freeway. As
described inthe Stantec report (p. 18). these are refemed o as “diverted-linked™ trips. For example, a
driver traveling to the sowth on 5B 949 exits the freeway, purchases fuel andior food at the Project {or
uses other facilities without making o purchase), then continwes on o the south, The sume pattern
applies w porthbound trffe, This pamern is reflected tn the wp dstribution dagrams presented in
Attachment A. The diugrum for the Williams peoject is panticelarly effective in illustrating this travel
pattern.

In comparizon, the “asymmetrical” wrip distribution pattern shown in the DEIR waffic study suggests
that drivers approaching the Project from the north will then return o the north and those approaching
from the south will return G that direction, This 15 particularly evident when considering the “fast
oo wmd non-truck raffic” percentages shown on DETR Figure 3,123 - Project Trp Distribition (p.
3.02-25) and Stamec Figure 4 = Project Trip Distribaion (p. 19}, The siudy has assumed thar 37
percent of those trips will be on 5K 99 to the north of the Project site, while only 13 percent of those
trips will be on SR 99 south of the site. {The same issue applies to the “truck traffic™ assumptions,
theageh oo leszer degree, with 37 percent toffrom the north and 32 percent toffrom the south, b
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This 15 inconsistent with the concept of diverted-linked trips, s it applies o freeway-oriented travel
centers. Instead of treating these trips as a simple diversion from the freeway, it unrealistically
assumes that trips either retum to the direction from which they came or that the freeway tiips are
linked with local destinations {e.g., thot o driver approaching from the south on SB 99 travels o a
loinl chestination after stopping ot the Project, or vice versa), While some level of that son of activity
is possible, the assumptions in the DEIR are unrealistic, based on the information presented in the
wither similar studics cited above.

In short, the Project’s assumed trp distribution is serfously flawed. Consequently, the subsegueent
assignment of Project-genersted trips to the study intersections and freeway facilities is inucourate,
which leads to faulty findings reganding the tratfic impacts of the Project, particularly with respect o
the Project's impacts on freeway ramps and the ramp-related inersections, The walfic analysis must
be revised to incorporate a set of tp distrbution assumptions that sccurately reflect the (ravel
patterns associated the Project.

Ungignalized Intersection  Level of Service For unsignalized ({i.e., STOP-sign-controlled)
imtersections, the Stantec report {p. 100 says:

The LS flevel of service] is reported for the minor approack.

This approprimely recognizes thal the gverall inlersectien delay values for these locations are
irelevant. However, the use of approach delays rather than movement delays is also inappropriate.
An “approach” is a combination of lanes (and the associated “movements”) oriented in a panicular
direction (e.g., northbound, southbound, etc.), and the approach delay is the weighted average of the
deluys for the individual movements on thot approach. This average can mask the delays found for
indlividhwal movements,

For example, DEIR Table 3124 (p. 3.12- 6} shows the Existing Conditions intersection level of
service resulis. For the Stue Rowe 99 Northbownd Off-rampPaige Avenue imtersection, the DEIR
reporis AM peak hour delay of 16.6 secondsivehicle (1LOS C). However, review of the relevant LOS
calculation sheet in the Stantec appendix reveals that the critical northbound approach has a delay
value of 23.1 secondsfvehicle (LOS C), which 15 almost 40 percent greater. More importantly, the
critgal movement delay applies 1o the northbound left tum, which has o delay valoe of 3.6
secondavehicle (LOS D). Somewhat similar numbers apply to the PM peak hour,

With regard o unsignalized imersections, the Highway Capacity Manual (Transporiation Research
Board, 2000, p. 191 specifically savs:

For muder vehicles, LOS iy determined for each minor-streer movement (or shared
maverment | oy well as mujrrr-.':l'rwr .I'r_fr Tacrres b_'r [LETIEFY criléria I:\,-r"\u'n:-r\.l i Exhibir 19-F, LOS
is mew defived for the inrersection as o wiede orF for major-sireer approaches for three
primary reasons: {a) major-sireet through velicles are assumed w0 experience zero
delay: (k) the disproportionate number of major-street throngh velicles ar @ rpical
TWEC [rweeway stop cortrol] infervection skews the weighted average of all movemenis,
resulting v a very low overall average delay for all velicles; and (¢} the residning low
delay can mask important LOS deficiencies for minor movemenss. [Emphusis added)

Maoreover, accaording 1o the DEIR (p. 3.12-10), the City of Tadare General Plar policy regarding level
of service is:
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The Ciry shall maintain Level of Service “0, as defined in the Highway Capacity
Manual [published by the Trariporrarion Research Board of the Natlonal Research
Councill, ax the minvimum desirable service level at which freeways, arervial sireers,
collector streets, and their intersections should operare, | Emphozis added )

To test the effect of this misinterpretation of the criteria for determining bevel of service at
unsignalized intersections, we have reviewed the LOS coleulation sheets provided in the Stantec
appendices and compared the resulis presenfed there (o the informanon presented in the LOS
sunumary tables, Table 5 presents the results of that effort for Existing and Existing Plus Project

conditions.
Tahle 5
Level of Service Summary’
Existing Plus Project Conditions
Existing Conditions Existing Flus Project
Critical Critical
Traffic DEIR Movement’ DETR Movernent'
Intersection Contred | Delay” | LOS™ | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS | Delay | LOS

AM Peak Hour
Foster St./Tumer D, owsc 1.5 B 1.7 B 1.4 B 129 B
Foster St/5unzet St OWSC 135 B 19,2 c 15.1 C 21.5 C
SR 99 NB Off-rampPaige Ave, | OWSC 6.6 C 36 [¥] T8 A a8, F
SR 99 SB Off-ramp/Paige Ave. | TWSC" | 203 C 225 C 460 E 514 F
PM Peak Hour
Fuoster St/Tumer D, OWSC 11.7 B 13.2 B 12.9 B 17.0 C
Foster St/Sunset St, OWSC 14.1 B 9.1 L 154 C 116 C
SR 99 NBE Off-ramp/Paige Ave. | OWSC 17.6 C w3 [ n23 F 1234 F
5K 99 5B Off-ramp/Paige Ave. | TWSC 17.0 C 18.0 C ] E 385 E
Nuotes:
' Reference: Transporiaiion Research Board, Highway Capacity Meonal, 2000,
2 Average control delay {seconds per vehicle),
" Level of service.
* Deluy value represents the worst-case movement,
* Ome-Way Stop Control
" Two-Way Stop Contral

Although, in most cases, the corrected resulls are nol constderably different from the fanliy resalis
presented in the DEIR, there are several cases in which a sebstaniial difference was found. All of
those cases involve the intersection of the SR 99 MNorthbound (HF-ramp/Paige Avenue. Under
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Existing Comlitions, the DEIR indicates that this location operaes at LOS C in both the AM and PM
peak hours. However, the LOS calculution sheet shows that the critical movement is at LOS D in bath
peak hours, and the average delay value is 12 — 15 secondsfvehicle greater than the DEIR indicates,

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, in the AM peak hour, the DEIR reponted thae the intersection
would operate at LOS A, with an average delay value of 7.6 secondsivehicle. In reality. the analysis
showed that it would operate at LOS ¥ die, beyond capacity) with an average delay of 881
sgpondsivehicle, In the PM peak hour, although the TOS F value is unchanged, the intersection delay
value will be 123.4 secondsivehicle, which is almost double the 62.3 secondsfvehicle result shown in
ithe DEIR.

Thus. in the AM peak hour, the intersection of SE 99 Northbound Off-ramp'Paige Avenue will be
degraded from an acceptable LOS D to unacceptable LOS F upon addition of the Project traffic. This
constitutes a significent impact, which wes not revealed in the DEIR.

Freeway Merge/Diverge Analysis — The Stantec  traffic report documents  the  results of
“mergefdiverge” analyses ot the freeway on- and off-ramps under Existing, Existing Plus Project,
Existing Plus Approved Projects, and Existing Plus Approved Projects Plus Project conditions (pp.
14, 25, ¥, and 36), For reasons that are not explained, oo similar amalyses are presented for
cumulative conditions, although freeway segment analyses are provided for all scenarios.

Maoreover, none of the merge/diverge analyses are presented in the DEIR ielf. This omission
deprives the public of key information needed to fully comprehend the potential traffic impacts of the
Project. Given the primary mission of a DEIR as an informational docoment under the Californin
Envirenmental Cueality Act (CEQA), this ertical omission is unaceeptable,

Cumulative Conditions Roadway Systemn Assumptions — The anulysis of cumulative conditions
iruffic operations at the study intersections sckiressed three seenanos:

*  Existing traffic comtrol (including several STOR-sign-controlled intersections),

#  Truffic signal controd {al] study intersections would be sigial-controlled and e SR 99Paige
Avenue interchange would be reconfigured, as shown on Stantec Figure 13 (p. 46) and Stamec
Appendix G), and

*=  Roundabouwt alternative (several study imersections would be reconstructed as roundabouts, as
ilhustrated in Stamtec Appendix G,

For convenience, the drawings illustruting the signal control and roundabout altermatives are
presented here as Attachment E.

However, the Stamec report (p. 39) also explicitly states:

Although the existing interchange has been idennifed ax sabstondard by Coltrans, i is
waer atielerstorilln g dhet ne funcdlng (5 carvently prograsmmed by the Stare of Califoria for
this project.

Therefore, only one of the intersection configuration allermatives evaluated in the DEIR waffic
analysis is at all realistic, that being the “existing traffic contrel”™ scenarin. The other bwo analysis
seenurios are speculative due to the lack of wny identified funding source for their implementation.
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Cumnlative Freeway Traffic Volumes = DEIR Table 4046 (pp. 4.0-21 = 4.0:22) ahows the = 20-Year
Cumulstive No Project Freeway Segment LOS,” including the long-term traffic volume forecasts. As
shown there, the northbound AM peak-hour volumes (4,614 — 4,861 vehicles/hour} are roughly equal
o the southbound PM peak-hour volumes (4,188 — 4474 vehicles'hour), This represents o typical
directional trovel pastern on fregways near cities,

e would similarly expect the northbound PM peak-hour volumes to be approximately equal to the
soartbound AM peak-hour volumes. This is ool the case, however, as the northbound PM peal-haour
vislumes {5,266 - 6,412 vehicleshour) are 50 - 70 percent higher than the southbownd AM peak-hour
violumes {3,759 — 4,164 vehicles'hour). These discrepancies carry over imo the Cuomulstive Plus
Praoject annlysis.

This inconsistency must be investigated and comected. A revised freeway segment analysis for
cumulmtive conditions must then be prepared and incorporated into a revised DEIR.

. Driveway Traffic Vofumes — Stamtec Figure 5 (p. 21} illustrates the “Project Driveway Peak Hour

Trips.” For both peak-our periods, we summed the total number of vehicles aesigned (o epch of the
drivewitys, beah inbound and cutbound. This process revealed thut 17 inbound trips sre unsccounted
for in the PM peak hour, That is, according to the Progect trip generation estirmate {DEIR, Tahle 3.12-
6 ¢p. 3.12-8) and Siantec, Table 7 (p. 173). 190 inbound irips were projected for that time period.
However, only 173 such trips are shown on Figure 5.

This discrepancy must be corrected and the analysis revised accordingly.

. Quene Lengthy — Stantec Table 25 (p. 49) shows intersection level of service results for Cumulative

Plus Project conditions, assuming implementation of the “roundabout altemative™ presented in the
State Rowte 9% Paige Avenwe Traffic Operavions Report.” In the PM peuk hour wt Bluckstone
StreetPaige Avenue, while the overall intersection operates af an scceptuble LOS [, the northbound
appraach s shown w have an average of 1047 seconds (e, 175 minues) of delay per vehicle,
which represenis operation at 1L.OS F. Furiher, the queue is shown to be 1,253 feet long. This queve
would extend bevond the southerly property line of the existing Love's Travel Stop & Country Store
on the east side of the streef.

For comparison, the "“no project” numbers are 21.5 seconds per vehicle of delay and a queue of 224.7
feet Pwhich would terminate (o the north of the northerly Love's diveway), Thus, addition of the
Project traflic will cause the delay on the nodhbownd inersection approach 1o inerease by B3.2
secondwvehicle (ie., 387 percent) and the guewe on Blackstone Street to increase by 1,028 feet (ie.,
457 percent). The level of service will decline from LOS C o LOS F.

Because the analvsis indicates that the overall intersection would operate at an accepiable level of
service (LOS ), these significant Project-related impacts were simply ignored. However, as noted
above, the Ciry of Tulare General Plan level of service standurd states ths

The Ciry shall maintain Level af Service D7, as defined in the Highway Capacity
Marnal . ..

The process for calculating the level of service for a roundabout is presented at p. 21-11 in the
Highway Capacity Manual, which stwes:

Comypuete the average control defay and determine LOS for each approach and the
rentimaabont ax o whole.
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Therefore, the Highway Capaciry Manual defines rowdabout level of service as incorporating both
approach delay and overall intersection delay. This is further explained at p. 21-19 in that document:

The conired delay for an approsech i calcaloted by computing o weighied average of the
delay for sach fane on the approach, welghted by the voliome in eacl lane.

Yarious example problems are also presented in the Highway Capoerry Mamsad o illustrate this
concept (pp. 21-28 — 21-38).

In summary, degradation of the northbound rowdabout approach ag this intersection from LOS C w
LOS F constitutes a significant impact under the City of Tulare General Plan level of service policy.
This impact was not revealed in the DEIR, so the snalysis must be revised and the DEIR must be
recirculated for further public review,

We also nide that no analysis was conductesd to determine the effects of these deficient conditions on
operation of either the Project’s driveways or the driveways serving the exiziing Love's trave] center
on the east side of Blacksione Sireer,

The unscceptable conditions projectad 1w occur on Blackstone Street will result in a diversion of
exiting taps (including trucks) coming from within the Priject site o the Puige Avenue dnveway,
where drivers will exit via a right turn. Drivers desiring to enter 3R 99 southbound will then be
required to make a left tum ot the Paige Avenue/Blackstone Street intersection. If they were able w
exit onto Blockstone Street (os they really desire), these drvers would represent nortbbound through
raffic = that intersection, Because lefi mms have a greater impact on vehicular delay than through
traffic, this diversion will increase the Project’s impact at this infersection. That impact has not been
addressed in the DEIR.

More importantly, perhaps, the 1,233-foot quese on Blackstone Street would virtwally eliminate
vehicular weoess toffrom the existing Love’s Truvel Stop & Country Store on the cast side of the
street, us all of its driveways would be blocked und that fucility has no direct access wifrom Paipe
Avenue,

And the deficiencies in the analysis of Cumulative Plus Project conditions are nol limited 1o the
roundabout abernative, DEIR Tabde 40-8 (p, 4.0-247 and Stantec Table 24 (p, 48) summarize the
“20-Year Curnulative Plus Project Intersections LOS (Signals Alternative).” Accosding o both of
those tables, the intersection of Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue is projected to operate at LOS [ in
the PM peak hour, with an average delay value of 5006 seconds/vehicle. However, a review of the
iversection level of service culoulation sheets in Stamec Appendix G reveals that the intersection is
truly projected o operate af LOS E. with an average vehicular delay value of 64,1 secondsivehicle,
Fow ease of reference, that calculation shieet is provided in Attachiment F, where the analysis result is
shovwn at the bottom of the sheet.

Again, this represents a clear violation of the General Plan policy requiring intersections to operate at
LOS I} or beter, as well as a new {unrevealed) signiticant effect triggering recirculation of the Draft
EIR. In this purticulur case, it is interesting to note that, in addition to the finding of LOS E operution
for the overall intersection. twe of the four inesection approsches (the westbound and the
northboamd) will alse ke at LOS E and the southbound approach is projected (o operate at LOS F
{with an average delay value of 115.0 secondsfvehicle - almost two minutes).
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The analysis, as presented, does nol reveal the queses on any of the infersection approaches, o il is
not possible 10 comment on the effects of this situation on vehicular access at the existing and
proposed driveways along Blackstone Street. It is reasonable to expect, however, that such queues
will be considerable amd, sz with the muondabout alternotive, patrons of both the Project and the
existing Love's facility wall have substantial difficulty in entering and exiting thess locations,

Thus, detmiled review of the cumulative conditions “signals olternative” scenario revenled the
following:

® A significant jinpact will occur ot the imersection of Blackstone StreetPaige Avenue, as the
Project will cause the intersection level of service to be degraded from LOS C (Delay = 323
secondsivehicle) o LOS E (Delay = 6.1 secondsivehicle). This significant impact was not
previcusly identified in the DEIK, and no mitigation measure has been offered to remedy the
operational deficiency,

*  The projected operation of the intersection o LOS E vielates the Cirv of Talare General Plan
requirement that intersections operate at LOS D or better, This inconsistency with the General
Plan is alzo a significant impact.

A revised analysis must be performed that fully considers the issues presented above with respect 1o
both the “roundabout altemnative™ and the “signals alernative.”

. Deficient Evisting Plus Project Mitigation — Project-related significant impacts and the associated

mitigmtion measures for Existing Plus Project conditions are presented beginming ar DEIR p, 3.12-15.
We have identified several issues relating to these meusures,

Fair Share Conrribytions and Fee Paymenis as Minigarion

With regard to Impact 3.12-1 and Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 (which sddress intersection level of
service impacts under Existing Plus Project conditions), the DEIR {p. 3.12-16) states:

The praject wonld be required to conrribure irs fair share of funding towards the
constrieciion of improvenrents whiich wowld reduce impacts to study infersections,

And, further:

The following mitgaerion measare would reduce impacts o stedy intersecrions o the
greatest exteni feasibly [zic] throngh the pavmenr of fees 1o fund reeded improvements,
fowever, becaise fmprovements may e be complered simultaneonsly wirk need this
impacts iy considered significant and wnavoidable. [Emphasis nol added ]

However, it 15 important 1o recognize that fair share contributions and fee paoyments will have
absolutely mo mitigaton effect, unless the remainder of the money necessary W complete the needed
improvements is also currently or foreseeably available.

Moreover, the Existing Plus Project wropacts Ut are addressed bere are directly attributable w the
Project. Therefore, the project should be fully responsible for implementing the reguired mitigation
medsures; fair share contributions and fee payments are inadeguate and inappropriate. In theory,
future reimbursement to the Project applicant from fees collected from other benefiting property
cwners in need of discretionary approvals from the City or Caltrans could be appropriate, so that, in
the end, the applicant ends up only paying what some might consider 1o be its “fair share.” But no
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evidence has been presenied reliative 1o the existence of any fee-based capatal improvensnt program
ar other funding or financing mechanism with sufficient capital resources to be able 1o fully fund the
required improvements within a foreseeable time frame.

Mitigarion is Uacertain

DEIR Mingation Measure 3.02-1 (p, 3.12-16), which addresses the Existing Plus Project wraffic
impacts says:

..o the Project proponenr and e Chiy shall negotiate fn good faith and enjer file @
Developnens Agreement identifving required opening day improvements and the riming
of thelr constrwction,

We believe that requiring creation of a Development Agresment that will, at some later date, identify
the specific form of the mitigation is an improper deferral of mitigation responsibility, The DEIR
must adentifly the specific improvements needad 10 offser the significant impacts creaged by the
Praject, and this mitigation measure fails o do so,

Further, the second and thind buller points or Matgation Measure 3,12-1 eall for:

* Construction of intersection improvements ot the affected intersections of Lasping
StreetPaige Avenie, SR 99 3B ofl-ramp'Palge Avenue, SR P9 NB off-rampd/Puaige
Avenie and Blackstone SrreetPaige Avenue &0 provide reguired lane geomerry and
ramiped clrh refums,

*  Additioead roadway widening as determined daring project design.

First, we nate that there is no intersection of “5R 99 5B Off-rampdPaige Avenue” The SR 99
southbound off-ramp intersects Blackstone Street, not Paige Avenue. This same issoe afflicts the
listing of study intersections at DEIR p. 3.12-5 as well as the intersection level of service tables for

*  Existing Conditions (Table 5.12-4, p. 3.12-6)

*  Existing Plus Project (Table 3.12-T, p. 3.12-12)

*  20-Yeur Cumulative No Project (Table 4.0-3, p. 4.0-18), und

& 20-Yeuwr Cumulative Plus Project (Existing Traffic Control) {Table 4.0-7_ p. 4.0-22).

Maore imporiantly, the mitigation measure fails to specify the “required lane geometry™ of the nawre
and extent of the needed “additional readway widening.” In other words, the DEIR fals to describe
whist improvements will be completed in advance of the Prgect’s opening day, What will be the lane
configurations of the impacted [ntersections? How mich raadway widening will be necessary and
where will it occur? Is right-of-way for the needed widening available, or must it be acquired From
private land owners?

Because the specific locations and amounts of any such widening are unknown, it is impossible 1o
determine whether secondary impacts will occur. Maoreover, the failure to specify the exact mitigation
mepswres 1o be implemented by the Project deprives the public of the ability to understand the nsture
and extent af the improverment: needed 1o remedy the significant wraffic impacts penerated by the
Praject, In short, this mitigation measure is 50 vague as to be virmally useless in determining whether
the Project’s impacts will, in fact, be mitigated. This might be the cxplanation for the failure of the
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DEIR w present wny “post-mitigation” imersection delay values, which constitues a significiem
deficiency in the document. {Although the post-mitigation levels of service (but no delay values) ure
mentioned in passing in the DELR text, this information is typically presented in tabular form to
clearly indicate the bereficial effect of the required rosbway system improvements. )

A similar shortcoming afflicts Mitigation Measure 3,12-2 {p. 3.12- 17}, which says:

Prior o Design Approval, the praject propoment shall eoovdinate with the City o
determine a potensial need for new andfor wpgraded bicycle lanes along adiacent
roadways {i.e. Paige Avenue and Blackstone Street),

Apuin, details regurding the necessury “new andfor upgraded bicyele lunes™ must be spelled out in the
DIEIR.

Assurance of Traffic Signal Instaliarion
Based on input from Caltrans, Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 also calls for:

Insialiarion of interconnected traffie signals ar tee affected intersecrions of Lasping
StreetdPaige Avenue, SR W 3B aff-rampdPaige Avente [ Rlackstone Srreet], SR W9 NB aoff-
ramp/Paige Avevne and Blackstone Sirect/Paige Avenne.

Assurance must be provided that these signals will be in place and operutional on the opening day of
the Project.

. Deficient Cumnlative Mitipation — Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 {p. 4.0-27) nddresses impacts at the

Project’s “first driveway”™ under cumulative conditions, As described at DEIR p. 3.12-19, this
driveway would align with an existing drveway on the east side of Blackstone Street that serves the
MeDonald s Restaurant and Love’s Travel Stop & Country Store.

This mitigation measure sates thal:

« o« the Ciy shall monitor and evaluate traffic ar the M-year and 15-vear time periods o
cetermime o o signol wonld be reguired af the fiest driveway in erder o ensure that ot
opperaies al an accepiable LOS. I the resulis of e traffic moniioring show that g signal
warrant i« met ar thar dee, the Prajecr Applicant siall be responsible for finding the
addition af a median and the modification af the inferzection infe a righi-in and right-out
anly driviewy,

Thi= measure raises o number of sswes:

*  What il o tralfic signal s warranted prior to the [ O-vear troe frome specifed in the measwre?

*  What hoppens if the “Project Applicant™ is no longer associated with the Project in 10 or 15
years? Wha will inherit the responsibiliny for funding the required improvements?

*  What steps will be taken o oensure that Tull access remains available o the Molonald's
Restaurant and Love's Travel Stop & Country Store on the east side of Blacksione Sireet? The
ability of patrons to enter and exit that site should not be degraded as a consequence of problems
created by the Project.
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® I the signal wurrant analysis reveals that the minimum reguirements for installation of a traffic
signal have been met., why does the mitigation measure not call for such a signal, instead of tum
restrictions that will simply divert the Project-created traflic problems 1o other locations whike
similtaneciisly crenting new problems for other nearby land uses?

In showt, this mitigation measure 15 illconceived and short-sighted, and it petentially creates morn:
problenes thain il solves, An liproved version of tds measure nnst be defined.

14, Deficient Truck Access Amalysis — The analysis of ruck sccess and operations o the Project site 1=
presented @t DEIR pp. 3.12-18 = 3,12-19. This wnilysis addressed the ability of a “WEB-30" truck 10
enter and exit the Project site, based on an evaluation of tuming paths for that track. The analysis did
not address on-site truck circulation.

As noted in the DEIR, a WE-3 truck is approximately 52 feet long., However, that is not the longest
truck that might frequent the Project, so the access analysis does not constitute a thorough evaluation
of the safety of truck access ot the site. The Caltrans Office of Commercial Vehicle Operations
defines the types and sizes of trucks that can be driven on variows state highways, and the Calirans
Highway Design Mamua! illustrates the dimensions of the various design vehicles.

Specifically, the Highwiry Devipn Manuol {Calirans, December 30, NS, p. 400-12) states:

The STAA [Surfuce Tronspertarion Assistance Act af 1982) Design Vehicle in Figures
4.35A pr B showld be weed on the Nationa! Networt, Terminal Access, California Legal,
el Advisory Foliles.

The Caltrans Office of Commercial Vehicle Operations provides a map for each Caltrans districg that
illustrates the truck network, For District & {where Tulare is located), SR 99 js defined us “National
Metwork (5TAAY rouwdway. Thuos, the STAA design vehicle upplies. As shown on Highway Design
Monua! Figures 30454 and 4458, that design vehicle is 72-feet long, which is (obviously)
substantially longer than the 52-foot-long truck considered in the DEIR access analysis, However, the
Calvrans “Truck Map Legend” specifically states thar there is “no limit™ io the overall length of the
“Interstate *STAA” Treck Tractor-Semitrailer.”

Attachmenis G and H provide copies of pertinemi pages from the Calirans Highway Design Manial,
as well as the Calirans District & Truck Network map and Truck Map Legend.

In summary, the truck access analysis presented in the DEIR fails to demonstrate that all trucks that
will likely be aftracted to the Project will be able to enter and exit the site safely. It must be revised o
incorporate consideration of the “STAA™ ruck.

CONCLUSION

Our review of the transportation and circulation study incorporated into the Draft Environmental Impsct
Beport prepared for the proposed Pilon Flying ) project in Tulare, Califormia revealed a number of serious
deficiencies. The conclugion that, if and when mitigation measures are implemented, all rraffic impacts
would be mitignted to less than significant levels is unsupported and, in some instances, is simply
inuccurate. As explained herein, there is substantinl evidence thwt the proposed project may have
addinonal significant traffic-related mpacts and, therefore, a revised environmental impact report s
reguiresd,
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Muore fundarentally, the Proqect, even with the mitigation currently proposed, would viokate the Ciy's
LOS D policy, which as written provides the City with no flexihility. The EIR authors seem to he
ungware that a General Plan violation is nod just an “impact” that can “overridden™ like most
environmental impacts identified under CEQA.

I hope this information is wseful. For your reference, 1 have attached my professional resume as
Attachment L If vou have guestions concerning any of the material presented here or would like to
diseuss i further, please feel freg 1o contact me at (9h) 847-8276,

Sincerely,

GRIFFIN COVE TRANSPORTATION CONSULTING, PLLC

4
B
2 .

Adr e i Tl L e
Meal K. Laddicoa, P.E.

Principal

Attachments
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FREEWAY TRAFFIC VOLUME DATA

(Sowrce: Caltrans, Trgffic Volumes on
Californio State Highways, 2014, 2005, and 2006)
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Hack Hack LT Ahead
Peak Feak Peak Poak Anead
Dist Roide  County Pastmile Descriptian H o Month  Back AADT  Howr Manth AADT
€ 5 FAE 0 KINGS/FRESNG COUNTY LINE AEDD 37500 35000
& & FRE 0228 ICT. RTE. 2685, LASSEN AVENLE 1600 4500 35000 4400 37500 33500
6 & FRE 5501 IAYNE AWEMUE 400 37500 33500 4400 37500 33500
% 5 FAE 12873 ICT. RIE. 158 400 37500 33500 AEOD  3&S00 35000
[ FRE 17968 ICT. RTE 33 50UTH, ICT. RTE. 145 NCRTH 4500 3BS00 35000 5400 9000 35500
& 5 FAE 79955 ICT, ATE. 33 NORTH 4700 39000 35500 A4EDD | 38500 34500
[ FaE 38353 KAMM AVENLIE 4600 38500 34500 4700 38500 35000
& 5 FAL 457590 MAGNNING AVERUE 4700 38G00 35000 GOOD 40000 37500
6 = FRE 4853 PAMOCHE ROAD To00 | GO0OG | 37500 BLOD | 45500 SEDOO
6 5 FAE 52786 AUSSELL AVENLE G100 GESOD 36000 ELOD 44500 JE00O
& & FaL B0077  SMELDS AVENLE B100  AESO0 35000 GaO0 46000 36500
B 5 FRE 65782 MEES AVENLE G0 GEODD 34500 BAOU 45000 39000
& & FRE G150 FRLSNO/MEBLED COUNTY LINE Le00  GEOOD 39000
10 & MEA 0 FELSNO/MERCLD COUNTY LML BEDO 45000 36000
W5 MEA 6.28ICT. RTE 165 NCHTH Ti00 34000 29000 A750 40500 34000
10 & WA 19578 ICT RTL 152 SO0 35000 32000 3850 35000 30000
10 5 MER TLAYG  ICT. ATE. 33 900 35500 29000 AL00 | ZES00 26000
05 MR TR6 N, OF ROUTE 55 @ SAHTA NELLA TRUCK, SCOLES A000 37000 31500 400D 37000 34500
0 & min TLFOL ICT. AT 140 CAST Vha  AIO00 38500 4050 42500 40500
10 3 MER IXATT  MAERCED/STANISLALS COUNTY LINE 4050 32500 40500
0§ STA 0 WALRCED,STAMISLAUS OOLINTY LINE TI00 4Is00  ataoo
e A G505 STURR ROAD Tio0 Al000 29000 3q00 41000 39000
10 3 5TA 10.719 Pk ROAD ] AL000 1200 3./ 410K 25000
0 s iTA TR02  INGRAM CREE K |HOWARD: ROALH) 4S50 AGODOD 45000 450 41W00 41000
10 3 5TA TEOSS  STANISLAUS AN JO&OLIM COLINTY LINE 4TS SBOGOR 41000
10 5 &l 0 ETANISLAUESAN I0eOLIN COUNTY LINE 50 ] J000
e ] UGB LT, ATE, SO0 WEST A750 GBODD 41000 AUs0 40000 J6eoo
10 5 &l FA4d  |CT. RTE 132 A 22000 FELN] 2450 i) 21500
10 5 % G467 ICT. RTE 33 50UTH L LI TA00 TE00 EFLTC
e ] 11056 RASSON AR 7150 Zhabn Lrem 7150 I FFEEC
Pape 22
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Fack Hack Afemcd Hhead
Feak Peak Peak Feak Ahead

Dist Rouln  County Pastiike DTt Haur Moemth Beck AADT  Howr Mianth HADT

6 & T 15605 TULARE, BARDGLEY AVENLE 4550 51000 4RS00 4700 55000 51000

& 89 TN 35568 TULARE, ICT. ATE. 137 a700 55000 S1000 4900 57000 5300

€ 85 T 0578 PRDSPERITY AVENUE 2800 So000 53000 4550 SI000 45000
€ 99 TN 11845 CARTMILL AD OC A550 5000 49000 4350 49000 dED0D

& 95 UL 33207 SOUTH TAGLS 2250 45000 46000 3350 T3000 aTS00
6 9% TuL 33537 TAGLS |AVENLE 264} 4350 53000 &7500 GOOO | G000 55000
) TUL 36411 CALDWELL AVEMLIE [AVEMUE J80) SO00 SR TEOO0 G000 59000 GROOO
% 83 TUL R 3875 ICT. ATE. 198 EAST G000 59000 SSOO0 SM00  G0000  GECCO

% 5% TUL R 3858 CT. ATE. 190 WEST, 10 HANFORD 5100 GO0 GROD0  GID0 0000 SEOLD

b 55 TuL 4073 GOEMEN 5000 55000 S50 4850 56000 53000

] ET TuL 42 71 TRAVER AR50 5-5':':'3 5300 4220 S5000 53000

6t 85 T S1806  DODGE AVENLE QW50 GSOO0 53000 5000 SBOO0  GEOLO

6 8% TUL R S1&22  MENDOCIND AVENLE G100 58000 GROOD 4850 GL000 53000

[ 59 TUL R 53933 TULARE/FRESNO COUNTY LINE AR5 SE000 53000

6 9% FRL A 0 TULARL/FELEMO COUNTY LINE AEE0 SL000 53000

6 9% FRE R 0951 KINGSBURG, ICT BTE 200 EAST B0 SS000 S3000 Seoo GO0 /000

[ EE Pl H 2058 BETHEL AVENLIE 5200 OO 500 5500 BRI [

6 99 [ 174 MOUNTAIN VIEW AvErE G500 ] G000 E000 71000 [
% 99 FRE R 5321  SELMA, SECIND STREET GO0 71000 GGOUD  GaD0 FS000  GADOD
€ 03 FRE 431 JCT, NTE, &3 S0OUTH Ba00  Ja000  GBOO0 7300 HS000  BOOOO
6 85 PRI G164 MANNING AVENLIE 7A00  BIOO0  BIOOD  BM0O0 95000 BEOOO

€ 9% AL 1105 FOWRLER, MERLED STREET BI00  Sa000  BBOO0  B300  De000  HODGO

6 00 FRE L& ADANS AWCHUL BA00 G000 G000 BS00  9r000  Ga000
[ 12404 CLOWIS AVENLIE B5O00  S/000 92000 TIO0 GE000  Banoo
L 10512 AMERICAN AVENUE L 2 . S )

6 89 FRE 15451 CHESTHUT AVENUE OO0 GA000  OGGO0 ja00 OO0 ooo0
5 99 TRE 15864 CEMTRAL AWERUE FEE ] To000 [T T ] [FI]

& ¥ FRE 16935  CEDAR AVENLRE BAD L] ERC] P 1000 [CR[EE]

6 99 FRE 17055 FRESND, NORTH AWEMUE 7000 Gao T I T R
[ FRE 16544 FRESND, JENSEN AVENUE BSO0  SEL0  AEHI I T T T
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Back  Back

Anoad  Ahead

D=l Roses County  Fosimie Descriplion Peak  Peak m Paau Faak m
Hour  Month Hur  Manth
[ [ WER a2 A4TT TERCE LS 1 ARESLALS COUHT ¥ LINE 4050 47 CRE
0 GO% ETA a FAERCE haT AMIELALS COINT Y LIME TN A0 A1H0

Al Jro0 ANHHE 40000

STo0  A1HH 40000

T W ETA  BEG ETURAD
i [ ETA 10.719 FIME ROAD iiii 41 ii 4 i'iii iiiii 41| ii 4 ii
[ 1A Frd-°rd IFRaHAM CHELE (H! AEL H ] 4550 48000 4TD00 4750 43 HH 47500

10__0o& ETA ZE55 ST AISLALR EAN JORGUIN COUMTY LIME W50 GAD A5
s LA a ST ARG AT AN JOUSI LT T Y LIRE

10__ oo =] 68 R JCT 0 WEST - BEGM RIGHT ALl

L - T W SLF

W08 =] 0SS L DWW SH ON TR TE G50 - DEGIN LEF T LGN

10___00E E] JCT_RTE. GBI WE

] [} [ i1 LE
‘i‘ [ [ 3444 LT _RIE 132

E l

1008 7] 1056 RAGSON ROAD

10008 i1 R_11.801 __OLD AOUTE 50, 11TH STREET

] 3 T :
T ] R 14mM  JCT RIE. 120 ERST

10005 1R 17516 LATARCE ROAD

s T] B 20951 FRENCH CAMP GC

10008 51 R 21439 MATHEWS ROAD

=0 AL

1008 ] 2AGAT  STOCHK TN, EIGHTH STREET

10005 X 2595 GTOCKTON, JGT.RIE, & 1500 17000 13600

0 L TE. & 4100 148000 13200

10__ooe ] 259391 PERGHING AVENUE 1 1 Fa]

s 3] 7 E OTOCRTON, MONTE CURBLD AVENE TS00 V000 118000

1008 ] 2055 URTRY ] 70007000 G000

10__0o& Bl 24516 PLTMOLTH ROWRYOE AVE S0 131000 TR

{1 3] 000 STOCKTON, MERCH LANE 2500 125000 191000 11900 120000 0E000
10008 = 31451 HENIAIN HOLT DRIVE 1 1 1 1 11

s :3) k) 150011 4 i i
[T ] Soa0?  RTHERTONERGHT WILE ROAS 0300 BI0O0 74000 G700 BOOO0  E3noo
10___00% Ed Fa573__ JCT RIE. 12 ETO0 AOOOD_ GI000 Az ST0O0 53000
i : } 4GS0 BUOO0  BODOD 4600 BHOD0 48000
10 ood =] AT 0 WALMUT GROVE ACRD 4500 SEDON  4BO00 4500 BODDO  SA0O0
10005 X FAE1D  GAH JOACL N SACRAMENTD COUMTY LINE BRGSO SO

[ SAC LiE] SAH JOAC N SR e T & G T T LINE 4500 BOOO0__BG600
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Back Back o
Dist Rouls County  Postmile Desoripiion Peak  Peak AADT

Hour b 3
[ TUL T2.008 _ FINLET, AWVENLE 100 420
[ TUL 1333 AWEHLE 114 WA Sh000 900
] TUL 15,367  AWEMUE 120 ADOD &7500 84500
OE__ 058 TUL THA28 __ TIPTOM, JOT_RIE. B0 EAST il 4
] TUL ThAhS  TIFTCH, AVERLE 52 AZ00 61 [l
T oes TUL 20800 AvCHUE 104 4400 GADOO 4500
[ TOL 26,833 AVEHLE 200 AGOG_ GhON GO0

L

T

Ahcad  Ahead "
Py Feak BADT
Hour  Wanth

a
A000  aTHM 44500
H1ED S0HH 4EO00
El 1 47

EE L] Cl

4500 55HH 0000
A500 SN0 SO
4500 GAHH  GO000

[ L TBE0  CARTMILL A O
[T TUL 93222 EOUTH TAGUS
™ e TOC TIT  TAGLE
] L DEAT1_ CACWELL AVENUE
[T ML R 38.75  JCT. RTE_ 158 EAST
e O A ]
[ UL 2079 GOGHEM
[ oL E0.71 TRAWER
[ TUL T1.006__ DCDGE AVERDE

E100  E1000 G700

06 058 TUL R G378  WENDOCING AVENLE
W %% TUL R Gihan L ARE PR S LTy
[ FRE A0 TULARE FREGHG COUNTY LINE
6 0 FRE_H__ 051 FIMGEEURE, &1, ATE 201 EAET
[\ e ] FTRE N D058 BETHACL AVEHUE
[T FRE_H__ 3742 WIUMTAIN WIEYY BVENLE
e 8 FRE R Ga91 3
oh_es TRE 31 JCT. RTE 43 SOUTH
[ FRE ThE__ WERMING AVENLE

LEF, ET

;1

11,636

T THE THET2 _ AWENICAN AVEMOE

[ FRE 15801 CHESTHUT AVEHLE B3 BTOO0 BA0h0 770 D000 ASIHI
; EVERLE TT00_BO000  BSO00  BADOD 102000 Ge0o0
14, A BROL 102000 BAO0D 8400 BA000 93000

06 058 FRE 17.255  FRESND. NORTH AVERNUE A0 BAEDOD G3000 100 106000 100000

BT TRE T00EE  FREGHD. JENSEN AVEMUE G100 106000 TO0000 5500 118000 10BOOD
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Back Back

Ahmad  Ahaad

Bk ARaad

Dust Rowle Gounty  Postmile Discriphion Ppak  Foak Prak Poak
Howr  Month 0T mour Mo T

10 o068 STA 10718 Fib ROAD ATO0  At00  A0000 SO0 d9HH 40000
10 STh 23682 INGRAM CREEK (HOWARD ROAD) 4950 56000 S0300 4750 43MM 42500
10 00 aTA 20.055 STANISLALISSAN JOROUIN COURTY LINE ATS0  GAODD 42500
10 08 vl STANISLALSSEAN JOROUIN COURTY LINE ATH0 SR 42500
100 7] B R _JCT. RTE. 580 WEST L
10005 A 1.035 R _EMD RIGHT ALIGH ZEED 24000 5000
10 ; L_DOUM 5B Of FR ATE 580 - BEGIN LEFT ALIGH ZBE0 24 G000
10005 EJ B8 L JCT. RTE. 580 'WEST ZEE0 24000  AG000 2850  DADND 15000
10 005 ] 1.4 L HOSPITAL CR BR, ENO LEFT ALIGH FES0 24000 15000
10008 ] 3.484 T HIE T 4000 32000 30600 2250  JGHH  Zee0
10 Dos ] G467 JCT. ATE. 55 S0UTH b0 G000 20600 2300 deB0 A0
10 e 3| 11086 RAZE0m ROAD 2150 28500 00 2150 Jebld M0
10 B0 5 R11.80 LD ROUTE 50; 11TH STREET 2150 25500 A0 3350 ARHM 47000
10 (08 o R O12823 JCT. RTE. 205 WEST F500 50000 A000 10100 157000 15a000
10 00E ]  RO14.A3 JCT. RTE. 10 EAST 10100 157000 153000 S900 132000 137000
10 R 17518 LATHROP RGAD BEO0  IABO00 194500 100 0400 oo
10005 il R_20.851 FREMCH CAMP OO 05001 i 10500 108000107000
10005 ) F_ 21430 MATHEWS ROAD 10100 {0BO00 405000 10100 08000 105000
10005 5] F_ 22508 FREMCH CAME TURNSIKE 10100 40BOO0 A0SO 9100 110000 108000
[ ] 24,637 TOLKTON, EIGHTH STREET 10500 130000 1ZED0D 11500 341000 135000
10006 5. 25,365 LR 10N, el RIE, £ 11500 137000 125000 15400 149000 1aeon
10 068 5. 26,188 STOCKTOMN, JOT. RTE. 4 14100 1AL VIZHM 14100 145000 130000
10 008 ) 26. PERSHMNG AVENLE 11600 136000 1310 400 10000 118000
10 00 ) 2700 STOCKETON, MONTE DIAELD ANVEMLUE 11500 134000 17RO 10 07000 Sdiin
10 (e x| 28. COUNTRY CULE BOULEVARD 12000 T0T000  GAD00 1EA0 TET000 f0E000
10 05 il 20.516 PLYMOUTH ROMYDE AVE 15200 1000 106000 12000 135000 114000
10 % 5l 24,98 STOCKTON, MARCH LAKE 12000 125000 19100 11900 120000 106000
1 1,451 BEMJAMIN BOLT DRIVE 11 [ i 11 11
10 005 EJ 37664 STOCKTON, HAMMER LAME 11500 112000 SO000 10300  TEHH 73000
10005 ] 36302 ATHERTOMEIGHT MILE ROADS 10300 BTO00 74000 &700  BODDD G000
10005 54 35573 £ .1 G700 BOOO0  G3000 42501  BSON0 55100
10008 ] 44.71 PELTIER ROWD AGS0  BTO00  B4B00 4600  BGOGD 48000
10 008 | AT 50 WALNUT GHOVE RO 400 BEOUD  4B000 4800 BOMM  S1000
10 0 | 408.0 AN JOACUARSACRAMENTS COUMNTY LINE SHO0  SEOO0  SOO00
R AL A SR JOADUARSAC RAMENTS COUNTY LINE OO0 A2 S5O0
5 DAL 2.1 WM CITEES ROAD SO0 B2000 55700 S000  A2HM P ]
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Dist Bowe Gounty  Pastmile bescripson Pask  Pask D0 epak  Paak e
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2.0

ATTACHMENT B
FREEWAY TRUCK VOLUME DATA

(Sowrce: Caltrans, Aunwal Average Deaaly Truck Traffic on
the Califoraia State Highway System, 2004, 2015, and 2016)

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC
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2014

Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic
on the
California State Highway System

Compiled by
Traffic Data Branch

State of California
California State Transportation Agency
Department of Transportation

Prepared in cooperation with the
LL5. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
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2015

Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic
on the
California State Highway System

Compiled by
Traffic Data Branch

State of California
California State Transportation Agency
Department of Transportation

Prepared in cooperation with the
LL5. Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
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2016

Annual Average Daily Truck Traffic
on the
California State Highway System

Compiled by
Traffic Data Branch

State of California
California State Transportation Agency
Department of Transportation

Prepared in cooperation with the
.5, Department of Transportation
Federal Highway Administration
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ATTACHMENT C
VEHICLE CLASSIFICATION DEFINITIONS

{Source: Federal Higllwu;\ Adminisiration)

Griffin Cove Transporiation Consulting, PLLC
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FHWA Vehicle Classifications
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Table 1. FHWA vehicle classification definitions.

Class Number of
Group Class Definition Class Includes Aotlas
1 Maolorcycles Motorcycles 2
2 Fassenger Cars All cars 23 ord
Cars with one-axle irailars
Cars with two-axie trallers
3 Other Two-Axde Fowr-Tire | Pick-ups and vans 2. 3 ord
Single-Unit Vehicles
Pick-ups and vans with one- and bwo-
Bxle traiers
< Buses. Two- and three-axle busas 2ord
] Two-Aula, Six-Tire, Single- | Two-axla frucks 2
Init Trucks
G Three-Axle Single-LUinit Three-axle trucks 3
Trucks
Thres-axle fractors withowd Irailers
7 Faur or More fode Single- | Four-, five-, six- and seven-axie single- o o Pvone
Linit Trucks unit trucks
B Four or Fawar Axle Two-axle frucks pulling one- and two-axla Jord
Single-Trader Tnucks tradlers
Two-anle fractors pulling one- and bwo-
axle traiers
Thres-axle tractors puling one-axlae
trailers
9 Five-Axle Single-Trailer Two-axle fractors pulling three-axde 5
Truicks Iraders
Three-axle tractors pulling two-axle
Iraders
Thres-axle frucks pulling two-axle trailars
10 Six or More Axde Singla- Mulliple configurations G or more
Trailer Trucks
" Five or Fewer fode Mul- | Multiple configurations 4ar s
Trailar Trucks
12 Six-focle Mulli-Trailer Mulliplé configurations [+
Trucks
13 Saven of Mora Acde Mulli- | Mulliple configurations T or mang
Trailer Trucks
14 Unusad -
15 Unclassified Vehicle Multiple configurations 2 or maore

hittps:iiwnany (hava . dot povipubi calionses earchinfrasinochreipavementsitppd | 3061002 dm

m
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MAG dreternd? Trvek Tritond Swrves vl Treack Minfd Dvilopesent Shaify
Appemdix

A. FHWA Vehicle Classes With
Definitions

Class 1 - Motorcycles (Optional). All two- or three-wheeled motorized vehicles.
Typical vehicles in this category have saddle type seats and are steered by
handlebars rather than steering wheels, This category includes motoreycles,
motor scooters, mopeds, motor-powered bicveles, and three-wheel motorcycles,
This vehicle type may be reported at the option of the State.

Class 2 - Passenger Cars. All sedans, coupes, and station wagons manulactured
primarily for the purpose of carrying passengers and including those passenger
cars pulling recreational or other light trailers.

Class 3 - Other Two-Axle, Four-Tire Single Unit Vehicles. All two-axle, four-
tire vehicles, other than passenger cars. Included in this classification are
pickups, panels, vans, and other vehicles such as campers, motor homes,
ambulamces, hearses, carryalls, and minibuses. Other two-axle, four-tire single-
unit vehicles pulling recreational or other light trailers are included in this
classification. Because automatic vehicle classifiers have difficulty distinguishing
Class 3 from Class 2, these two classes may be combimed into Class 2,

Class 4 - Buses. All vehicles manufactured as traditional passenger-carrving
buses with two axles and six tires or three or more axles. This category includes
only traditional buses (including school buses) functioning as ]u.-mp:-'lgér-mrr:.ring
vehicles. Modified buses should be considered to be a truck and should be
appropriately classified.

Class 5 - Two-Axle, Six-Tire, Single-Unit Trucks. All vehicles on a single
frame, including trucks, camping and recreational vehicles, motor homes, etc.,
with two axles and dual rear wheels.

Class 6 - Three-Axle Single-Unit Trucks. All wehicles on a single frame,
including trucks, camping and recreational vehicles, motor homes, etc, with
three axles,

Class 7 - Four or More Axle Single-Unit Trucks. All trucks on a single frame
with four or more axles

Class & = Four or Fewer Axle Single-Trailer Trucks, All vehicles with four or
fewer axles consisting of two units, one of which is a tractor or straight truck
power unit.

Class % = Five-Axle Single-Trailer Trucks. All five-axle vehicles consisting of
two units, one of which is a tractor or straight truck power unit.

I.-|1II.'|'"'I|II\I:T' Systemahics, Jec, Al
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Class 10 - Six or More Axle Single-Trailer Trucks. All vehicles with six or more
axles consisting of two units, one of which is a tractor or straight truck power
unit.

Class 11 - Five or fewer Axle Multi-Trailer Trucks, All vehicles with five or
fewer axles consisting of three or more units, one of which is a tractor or straight
truck power wnit.

Class 12 - Six-Axle Multi-Trailer Trucks. All six-axle vehicles consisting of
three or mare units, one of which is a tractor or straight truck power unit.

Class 13 = Seven or More Axle Multi-trailer Trocks. All vebicles with seven or
maore axles consisting of three or more units, one of which is a tractor or straight
truck power unit.

Figure A.1 FHWA Vehicle Classifications

o A | ey
e | 0—0 | e el
3 S gt BrEs Toa T 11 Frosor i dae M- Trdee
T G ke bk T 10 Seenor vhmiesshis 1
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Soues. 2005 NYSDOT Trallic Data Reparl.

Combridge Systemalics, lnc.

2.0-70 Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

ATTACHMENT 12

EXCERFTS FROM OTHER TRAVEL CENTER TRAFFIC STUDIES

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC
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Traffic Impact Study

Proposed E-Z Trip Travel Center

Northwest of the Interstate 5/ Nees Avenue Interchange
Fresno County, California

Prepared For:
Mr. Shawn Shiralian
6725 North Golden State Boulevard
Fresno, California 93722

Date:
MNovember 16, 2016

Job No.:
16-018.01

PETERS ENGINEERING GROUP

A CaLIFORMIA CORPORATION
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Final Traffic Report
Love’s Country Store (Williams, CA)

Prepared for:
City of Williams

August 2016
R516-3403

Prepared By:
FEHR ¥ PEERS
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EXHIBIT V

Traffic Impact Study

Proposed Travel Center

Northwest of the Avenue 7 / State Route 99 Interchange
Madera County, California

Prepared For:
RNDS Ventures, Inc.
755 Morth Peach Avenue, Suile E-3
Clovis, California 93611

Date:
January 25, 2016

Job No.:
15-058.01

PETERS ENGINEERING GROUP

A CaLlFORMIA CORPORATION
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ATTACHMENT E

YEAR 2030 & YEAR 2040
ALTERNATIVES CONCEPTUAL LAYOUT

(Source: Stantee, Final Report - Traffic Impact Sindy of
Froposed Pilet Travel Center, March 16, 2008, Appendix G)

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulfing, PLLC
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Appendix C - Year 2030 & Year 2040
Alternatives Conceptual Layout
Improvements from the State Route
99/Paige Avenue Traffic Operations
Report

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J

2.0-79



CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

2.0

TIEWINL 40 ALID
00 JLNOH/AAY FEivd
LIGIHEE TWHNDIE OR0E WYEA

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J

2.0-80



CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

2.0

FALEL e,

e

MOALTRAME TORN
Oy OF TULAFE, (=L

FPAMNSE AVE/ROUTE a0

EF UREE
]

e (15
1.1
Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J 2.0-81



2.0 CoOMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

ZO40 SRERNAL EEFHIBIT
DALTRANSG TORI
OFrTy OF TULARE,

DONIEFTUAL ALTERMATIVE =

FPAMSE AVE/ROUTE o0

YiEaAn

.,

N |

=

2.0-82 Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



2.0

CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

wo THEEW I G A LD
THDL GRNYHEL YO

00 JLMOH/IAY FEeivd

ALLWREHELLTY “TWNLaABEko-D

iHEE LMPDEYORNON OFPdE WYIA

2.0-83

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



2.0 CoOMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

ATTACHMENT F
INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE CALCULATION
BLACKSTONE STREET/FAIGE AVENUE
2036 CUMULATIVE PLUS PROJECT (SIGNALS ALTERNATIVE) - PM PEAK HOUR

(Source: Stantec, Final Report - Traffic Impact Siudy of
Proposed Filot Travel Center, March 16, 2018)

Griffin Cove Transportation Consulfing, PLLC
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Tulare Pilot Travel Center TIA 2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour_Signal
5: Blackstone St & Paige Ave B282017
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HCM Blaoon Ratio 10 100 400 167 1B 187 100 100 A0 100 10 480
Uprstveam Filten|) 1MW L0 100 0B 0B DA 100 100 100 10 1M 1w
Urifam Defay {d), shvehy M3 BB X3 3B NS NI /0 A ME /0 e 2
Iner Diedary {52}, siveh "1 &7 06 & B2 05 961 B0 H17 1515 24 24
Initial ) Diatay|n) siveh 00 B0 00 00 00 00 03 K0 08 40 00 08
YleBack(EDS0)ehin 28 BB 18 183 28 24 BB B4 407 TE 2& 18
Ly Delayid) ahveh 454 35 EO a4 M6 M 1314 MA B3 865 260 2532
Lnrp LOS 5] C & F B B F ¥ F F o C
Approach Vol, vehin 1232 1764 1014 553
Approach Delay, shvah M8 622 753 150
Approach LOS o E E F
Timer 1 2 3 q 5 [ T 8
Assined Phs 1 2 3 1 ] 6 7 8
Phs Duralion (Gey+Rcl, s 100 238 M0 21 M0 38 10 M4
Change Parod (Y+Rc), 40 B0 40 5D 40 50 4D &O
Max Green Sefting [(Bmax)s 60 180 170 170 B0 80 110 230
MexQCleer Time (g c+lf) s &0 208 190 153 B0 75 65 O
Garaan Ext Time {p_c), 5 ap B0 00 OB 00 42 01 1
Intersection Summary
HCM 2000 Cirl Delay .1
HCM 2000 L0S E
HICHK 2010 Signalized Inersection Summary Sncino O Report
Stantes Page §
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or AuoCAD,  Dimensions taken from the
vehicle diagrams in Figures 4054 through G
may be impuited into the computer program by
creating a custom wvehicle 1f the vehicle is not
already mcluded m the software library,  The
software can also creqre a vehicle tum femplate
that ponfosms o any degree cerve desired.

404.4 Dresign Vehicles and Related
Definitions

1) The Surface Transporiation Assisiance Act af
1982 {§TAA).

(a) 5TAA Routes. STAA allows certain
longer trucks called S5TAA ucks to
operate on the Natonal Network,  After
STAA was  enacted, the Depariment
evaluated State routes for STAA tuck
access and created Terminal Access and
Service Access routes which, together with
the National Metwork, are called the STAA
Metwork,  Terminal Access rowtes allow
STAMA access to terminals and facilities.
Service Access routes allow STAA trucks
one-mile aecess off the National Network,
b cnly at identified exits and only for
designated services, Service Access roules
are primarily local roads, A “Truck Route
Mlzp.” indicating the Natiomal Network
rouwtes and the Terminal Access routes is
posted on the Department's Office of
Commercial Vehicle Operations website
and is also available in printed form.

STAA Design Vehicle. The STAA design
vehicle i35 a tuck tractoe-semitrailer
combination with a 48-foot semitrailer, a
43-foot  kingpin-to-rear-axle  (KPRA)
distance, an 8.5-fo0t bodv and axbe width,
and a 23-foor wuck wractor wheelbase.
M, a truck tractor is a non-load-carrying
vehicle. There is also a STAA double
{truck tractor-semitratler-trailer); however,
the double 15 not wsed as ihe design vehicle
dug e its shomer wming radies,  The
STAA Design Vehicle is shown in Figures
404.54 and B.

TAA i Vehicle in Fi
404.5A or B should he wsed on the
Mational ~ Metwork, Terminal = Access,
California L . T

ih

{c) STAA Vehicle — 53-Fool Trailer. Another

category of vehicle allowed only on STAA
routcs has a maximum 53-foot trailer, a
maximum 40-foot KPRA for two or more
axles, o muximum 38-fool KPRA for a
single axle, and wnlimited overall length,
This vehicle ig not to be used as the design
vehicle as it is not the worst case for
offiracking due to its shorter KPRA. The
STAA Design Vehicle should be used
insteacd.

{2 California Legal.
{a) California Legal Routes.  Virmally all

Statc routes off the STAA Network are
California Legal routes.  There are two
types of Califrmie  Legal routes, the
regular California Legal routes and the
KPRA Advisory Routes. Advisory routes
have signs posted that siate the maximum
KPRA  length  that the route can
secommodate  without  the  vehicle
offiracking outside the lane. KPRA
aidvisories range from 10 feet to 18 feet, in
2-fod  increments, Califormiz Legal
vehicles are allowed to use both types of
Calitornia Legal routes, Califormia Legal
vehicles can also use the STAA MNetwork.
However, STAA trucks are not allowed on
any Califormia Legal routes.  The Truck
Route Map indicating, the California Legal
routes iz posted on the Depanment’s
Oifice of Commercial Vehicle Operations
website.

(b} California Legal Design Vehicle. The

California Legal vehicle is a truck tractor-
semitrailer with the following dimensions:
the maximum overall length is 65 feer; the
maximum KPRA distance is 40 feer for
semitrailers with two or more axles, and
38 feet for semitrailers with a single axle;
the maximum widih 15 8.5 feet. There are
also two categones of Califormin Legal
doubles (truck tractor-semitrailer-irailer);
however, the doubles are not used as the
design vehicle due to their shorter turming
rachi. The Califorma Legal Design Yehicle
1% shown i Figures 4084.5C and [,

The California Legal Design Vehicle in
Fi 1004, 50 D I

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J

2.0-87



2.0

CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL H0-13

when the STAA design wvehicle is nod

feazible and with concumence from  the

(3 A0-Foot Bus.
(ap 40-Foor Bus Rouwtes, Al single-unit

wehicles, including buses and motor trucks
up to 40 teet in length, are allowed on
virtually every route i Califormia.

(k) 40-Foot Bus Design Vehicle. The 40-Foot

Bus Dcsign Vehicle shown in Figure
04.5E is an AASHTO smndard. Nz
25-foor wheelbase and 40-fool lengih are
typical of city iransit buses and some
intercity buses. At intersections where
truck volumes are light or where the
predominzte  wuck trallic  consists  aof
mostly 3-axle unitz, the 40-foot bus may be
used,  Its wheel path sweeps a greater
width than 3-axle delivery trucks, as well
as simaller buses such as school buses,

{1 45-Foor Bus & Walarfome
(a} 45-Foor Bus & Motorhome Routes. The

“d5-foot bus and motorhome™ refers o hus
and maotorhomes over 40 ficet in length, up
to and incheding 45 feet in length,  These
lomger buses and meotorhiomes are allowed
in Califormia, but anly on certain roues,

The 45-foot tour bus became legul on the
Mational MNetwork in 1991 and  loter
allowed on some State routes in 1995, The
45-foot.  modorhome  became  legal  in
California in 20001, but only on thoss
routes where the 45-foot bus was already
allowad. A Bus and Motorhome Map
indicating where these longer buses and
motorhomes are allowed and where they
are oot allowed s posted on  the
Department’s  Office of  Commercial
Wehicle Crperations website,

(b) 45-Foot Bus and Motorhome Design

Wehicle, The 45-Foot Bus & Motorhome
Diesign Vehicle shown in Figure 404.5F ia
used by Caltrans for the longest allowable
bus and motorhome. s wheelbase s
285 feet. It is also similar o the
AASHTO standard 43-foo bus. Typically
thiz zhould be the smallest design wehicle

[hecemiber 16, 2018

used on a State highway. It may be used
where the State highway ntersects local
atreets without comanercial of induistral
Iraffic,

The 45-Foot B 1 D
Wehicle shown in Figure 404.5F should be
d in the ign ol all interchan i
intersections on all green routes indicated
on the Bus and Motorhome Map for both
prigects.  Check also the longer standand
design vehicles on these rowtas as required
— the S5TAA Design Vehicle and the
California Legal Design Vehicls in Indexes
044 pand (2,

(50 6i-Foot Arficulated Bus.

(&)} &0-Foot Articulated Bus Rootes,  The
articulazed bus is allowed a length of up o
60 fieet per CVC 354000 b3 K AD. This bus
i used primarily by local fransit agencies
for public tramsporiation,  There s no
masier listing of such routes. Local transit
agencics should be contacted to determine
possible  routes  within @ the proposed
project,

(k) 60-Foot Articulated Bus Design Vehicle.
The 6d-Foot Aiculated Bus Design
Vehicle shown m Figure 404,56 is an
AASHTO standard, The routes served by
these bhuses  should be  designed o
accommuodate the 6l-Fool Articulated Bus
Desigm Vehicle.

404.5 Turning Templates & Vehicle
Diagrams

Fignres 404,54 through G are computer-genersad
tuming templates at an apgroximate scale of 1"=350'
and their associated vehicle diagrams for the design
vehicles described in Index 40423, The mdius of the
template 15 measured to the ootside front wheel path
ai the beginning of the curve. Figures 404.54
throwgh G contain the terms defined as follows:

i) Tractor Width - Width of tractor body.,

{2} Trailer Width - Width of semitrailer body.

(3 Tracior Track - Tracior axle widih, measured
from outside face of tires,

2.0-88

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J




CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

2.0

dMi-14 HIGHWAY DESIGN MANUAL

Drecember L6, 2006

{4} Trailer Track Semitrailer  axle  widih,
measured from outside face of tires.

3} Lock To Lock Time - The time in seconds that
an average driver would take under normal
driving conditions (o turn the steering wheel of
a wehicle from the lock position on one side to
the lock position on the other side. The default
i AutoTurn software is 6 seconds.

i) Steeving Lock Angle - The maxinoum angle that
the steering wheels con be twmed. It is further
defined as the average of the maximum angles
made by the lefi and right steering wheels with
the: longitudinal axis of the vehicle.

(70 Articwlasing  Angle - The maximuom  angle
between e ractor and semitrziler,

Topic 405 - Intersection Design
Standards

405.1 Sight Distanee

(1) Stopping Sight Distance. See Index 201.1 for
miinimiEn sepping sight digiance requirements.

(2 Cormer Siphs Dissonce,

{a) General--At unsignalized intersections a
substantially clear line of sight should be
maimtained between the driver of a vehicle,
bicyclist or pedestrian  waiting at  the
crossroad and the driver of an approaching
vehicle, Lime of sight for all users should
be included in right of way, in order o
preserve sight lines.

Adequate time must be provided for the
wailing wser to enther cross all lanes of
through traffic, cross the near lanes amd
turn lefi, or twn right, without requiring
through traftic to radically alter their
speed,

The values given in Table 405. 1A provide
7-1/2 seconds for the driver on the
crossroad o complete  the  necessary
manenver while the approaching vehicle
travels ai the assumed design speed of the
main highway. The 7-1/2 second criterion
is normally applied to all lanes of through
raflic i order 1w cover all possible
maneuvers by the vehicle at the crossroad.
However, by providing the standard corner

sight distance 1o the lane nearest o and
Farthest from the waiting vehicle, adequate
time should be obtained to make the
Necessary  Mmavement, On  muoltilane
highways a 7-1/2 second cntenon [or the
owtzide lane, in both directions of ravel,
normally  will provide increased sighe
distance to the inside lanes. Consideration
should be given to increasing these valwes
ot downgrades steeper than 3 percent and
longrer than 1 mile (see Index 201.3),
where there are high truck volumes on the
crosstond, or where the skew of ihe
inlersection  substuntially  increnses  ihe
distance traveled by the crossing vehicle,

In determining comer sight distance. a set
back distance for the vehiche waiting at the
crossroad must be assumed.  Set back for
the driver of the vehiche on the crossroad
shall be o minioswm of 10 feer plus the
shoulder width of the major road but
not less than 15 feet. Line of sight for
comer sight distance is to be determined
from a 3 and 1/2-foot height at the location
of the driver of the vehicle on the nuinor
road to a4 and 1/4-foot object height in the
cenier of the approaching lane of the major
road as illustrated in Figere 504,31, 17 the
major road has a median barrier, a 2-foot
ohject height should be used o determine
the median barrier set back.

In some cases the cost to  obtain
7-1/2 seconds of comer sight distances
miy be excessive, High costs may be
atinbutable 10 nght of way acquisition,
batilding removal, extensive excavation, o
immitigable environmental impacts. In
such cases a lesser value of comer sight
chistance, a5 desenbed under the following
headings, may be used

(b} Public Hoad Intersections (Refer o

Topic 205)--At wnsignalized public road
ingrsections (see Index H05.T) comer sight
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Figure 404,5A
STAA Design Vehicle
56-Foot Radius

* Radius to outside wheel

=15

Pfay 7, 20012

Kﬁg.‘ h_%‘d‘" =
STAA - STANDARD

Tractar Width

Trailer ||I'I|Idll1 tB
Tractor Track  ©H.
Trailar Track tB

5 at beginning of curve.
48" D
1
a1 ‘ LEGEND
i Swept Width {Body)
e SERRE §
2L i ey Tracking Width {Tires)
Mote: For definitions, ses
5 Lock to Lock Time  : 6 seconds Indexes 404.1 and 404.5.
5 Stearing Lock Angle | 26.3 degrees
E Articula Angle :T0 degrees
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Pellay T. 2002

Figure 404.5B

STAA Design Vehicle
67-Foot Radius

* Radius to outside wheel
at beginning of curve.

LEGEND

(FEET)
0
r L A 12 =
r—'ﬁ | [3-' 41 I
'E:::i' _— = f;'r'ﬁ'l
| - -
& 2¥
5TAA - STANDARD
Tractor Wideh 8.5 Lock to Lock Time  : & seconds
Trader Width | 2.5 Slntnn‘ﬁﬁll_lnck Angle : M. degrees
Tractor Track 8.5 Articul g Angle  : 70 degress
Tradlar Track a5

Swapl Width {Body)
e Trachirg Wiilth (Tires)

Mote: For definitions, see
Indexes 404.1 and 404.5,
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TRUCK NETWORKS ON CALIFORNIA STATE HIGHWAYS

(Sowrce: Caltrans, Office of Commercial Vehicle Operations, June 23, 3017}

Griffin Cove Transporiation Consulting, PLLC
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TRUCK NETWORKS

on
California State Highways
IMSTRICT @
Vi B 12
ol o scale
Last revised June 22, 2007
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Terminal Access (STAA)

65' California Legal Route
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KPRA® Advisory
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“KPRA = kingpin-to-rear-axle distance
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/ Huntington Lake Rd. near north
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TRUCK MAP LEGEND
TRUCK LENGTHS & ROUTES

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ltrans

Click here for the Truck Mabwork Map
i (CALIFORMIA LEGAL ROUTES California Legal trucks (black trucks) can travel on STAA roules

{green and blue routes), CA Legal routes (black routes), and Advisory routes (vellow routes). CA Legal
trucks have access (o the entire Slale highway system excepl where prohibiled (some red routes),

California Legal Truck Tractor - Semitrailer

CA LEGAL Semitrailer length - no limit
KPRA* 40 feet maximum for two or more axles,
38 feel maximum for single-axle trailers
Owerall length : 65 feel maximum  *[KPRA = kingpin-to-rear-axle)

California Legal Truck Tractor - Semitrailer - Trailer (Doublas)
Option A
Tradler length @ 28 feat § inches maximum (each traller)
Cwerall length © 75 feat maximam
Crplion B
Trailer length © one trailer 28 feet § inches maxirum
olher trailer may be longer than 28 feet & inches
o Owerall length @ 65 feat maximum
KIRGP™S T
e nies | CALEGAL ADVISORY ROUTES - CA Legal trucks anly; however, travel nof advised if KPRA,
length is over pasted value, KPRA advisories range from 3 to 38 feet.

——— STAA ROUTES The STAA Metwork aliows the “intersiate” STAS trucks which are the green trucks shown
below. The STAA Mebwork consists of the Mational Netwark {green routes, primarily inberstates) and Terminal
Access roules (hlue, primadily State routes). (*STAA" = federal Swerlace Transporation Assistance Aclal 1982,)

{Click here for the Truck Metwork Map. ) . . )
- Interstate “STAA" Truck Tractor - Semitrailer

Semitrailer length : 48 feet maximum

KPRAT o m limit
o ) COwerall length ¢+ ro lirmid "(KPR& = Kingpin-lo-rear-axia)
~ Semitraller length - over 45 feet up to 53 feet maximum
E. C1
STAASSFT. KFPRA 40 feet maximum far bwo or mone axles,
38 feet maximum for single-axie irailers
Owerall length > na limit

Interstate "STAA" Truck Tractor - Semitrailer - Trailer (Doubles)
Trailer length 28 feet B inches maximum (each trailer)
Overall length @ no limit

Terminal Accass - Intarstate "S5TAA™ trucks may ravel on State highways that exhibit this sign.

E Service Access - Interstate "STAA” tnucks may travel up to one road mile from the off ramp
to abtain services {food, fuel, lodging, repairs), provided the route displays this sign.

sseseness CSPECIAL RESTRICTIOMNS - Route restricted for vehicle length of weight, cargo type, of number
of axkes. Click here for the list of Special Roule Restriclions.
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NEAL K. LIDDICOAT, P.E.

Griffin Cove Transporialion Consulting, PLLC
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NEAL K. Lippicoar, P.E.

PRINCIFAL
Fitucati —
BSCE / Michigan Stete University, 1977 California - Civil Engineer (35005
Graduate Studies, University af Tenneises, Michigan - Professione] Engineer 6200037605
1977 = 1980

Institute of Transportation Engineers — Fellow
American Society of Civil Engineers - Member

Mr. Laddicoar has 40 years of expenence in the analysiz of a broad range of wraffic engineering, parking,
aned transportation plamning issues, for both public and prvate sector clients, He hos conducted traffic and
purking unalyses for a wide wuriety of development proposals, including office  buildings.
retailicommercial centers, multiplex cinemnas, and residential projects. He has a particular expertise in the
analysis of unique development proposals, inchding stadiums, arenas, convention centers, theme parks,
and other facilities where lirge numbers of vehicles and pedestrians converge in a shon period of time,

Mr. Liddicoat has developed and presented seminars on technical procedures and guality control in the
conduct of traffic impact analyses. both in-house and as a co-instructor for the UCLA Extension Public
Policy Program, For several vears, he served as instructor for the traffic engineering portion of the Civil
Engineering licensing exam review course conducted by the Sacramento chapler of the Amenican Society
of Civil Engineers, Significant traffic impact analysis experience includes the fellowing selected projects:

= Folsom, CA - (ver 50 traffic analyses, inclwding: = Raley Field Traffic and Parking Analvsis, West

o Folsom Heights Mixed-Use Sacramento, (A4

o Browadstene Estates = Convention Center Traffic & Parking Studies,

o Bidwell Podnte Besidensiol Secrawrents, Lo Angeles, and Analieim

o Serenmde Senior Housing = Dizmey’s “Califorria Advensure” Preliminory

o Commons of Proiede City Traffic Amalvsiz, Araleion, OA

o Conntry Howse Mewary Care *  Warner firos. Studias Master Plan, Hurbank, CA

& Fropeet Kide Berbbon taf *  Elk Grove Bolevard Mirster Phin, EI; Grove, CA
®  NTAPLES Center Traffic fapact Analyyiy, Los s OSUS Rievele/Pedestrion Study, Sacramemio, CA

Angeles, CA i

® SR Twinr Cities Road Traffie Opermiions, Gall, CA

*  Socramrerte City Colfege Tromsporimfion Woexer Thunder Villey Casing, Placer Cownty, €4

Plan Analysis, Sacramenta, CA

Mr. Liddicoat is frequently called upon 1o serve as an eapert “peer reviewer™ for rallie impact analyses
prepured by others. In thut role, he has commented on the technical adeguocy of traffic sudies for o
varicty of projects, including retail centers. office complexes, and mixed-use master plans. His recent
experience as 4 peer reviewer includes the following selected projects:

= Villnge ar Sqierw Valley, Plocer Coany, €A = Dliniversity Comannnlty Plarn, Son DNego, CA
* LAY Lardside Aceess Modernization, Lox Angefes, CA # Canyon Springs Residentiol, Trackee, CA
* {ernmwite Bay Circulasion Strdy, Flecer Coundy, CA * Fresne General Flan, Fresmo, CA

= i Explonmtion forning Ovdinance, Kern County, €A = Sweldle Crest Homes, Ovange County, CA

® Stale Rorte 85 Express Lancs, Sanfo Clera Cie, CA * Hremwood Manor Hotel, Los Angeles, CA
o Wacaville Gemeral Plo, Vaceville, €A o HMighway L3798 Retil Cemter, Hanfoed, CA

= Martis Valley West Specific Plon, Placer County, CA = Marerunly Recovery Fracitity, Irwindale, CA
& LAY Termimmly 203 Modersiizafion, Los Angeles, CA * Hradgepointe Master Plan Amesdinens, San Moeo, CA
* Town & Conriry HmelConvertion Cir, Sar Diego, CA4 * Frog®s Leap Winery, Nope Coungy, ©A

Griffin Cove Transportation Gonsulting, PLLC
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Conandil li conaidar localiang for 2outh Tidane lanchangs

Council to consider locations for south Tulare
interchange

Luis Herssader, Hiwrmane s baliabme delacom
A rew or improwved Highway 8% interchange at e souhem tio of Tulare is needed to bolsier the chances for
developmant in bt part of town, Inberim City Manager Paul Maolisian sad

Puilishaal T:07 pm. FT b, 18, 2006

s no secrel the curent Paige Avenue overpass is an impsdiment to growth in the soulh Tulsre ares,” be said

“The Pags Avenue crsipass hias been deamed oubelardand ”

On Tisssday, Tulans councl will e asked 1o conaider. from e aptions, picking e lacation of that inkerchanga

pPPsie: R Wby Thits will b @ sacond look for tha council. But thay don't hewe much ima
13

hitpes:itwaw, visallatimasdatia. comisionynewsSocsl 701611/ 1 icouncl-ponsider-locations-south-lulana- Inta rehang e SE08¢
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EM1E018 Conied b corider kaiators for aoullh Tulans inbschan g
Thi Tidars Courty Associations of Gowemmant, which adminishers Masewine R inds, the locsd tas aarmanoad for transporation projects, has an

estimated $25 milion to help pay far the project. Addtional maney wil be needed (o finish fnancing the project.

“TCAG doesn't line holding on 1o tax monery,” Melkian said. “They want fo put it on the sieel.”

Tudare Vice Mayor Cardlon Jones said orly the best aplion should be cormidered. The project s locabsd silhin b coundal disincl
Ot of thea Tve aliernalives, | ot ses one hal works,” he saic *Twant 10 see ane thal works besl We have 1o saa thal,”

Midikian sakd theew's always an option w0 sep away from TCAG's offer, but it could cost tham the profact. Othar county prajects also nesd fnancing. @ may
1ake a while for the Tulare merchange 1o gel atop the list, again.

9% takes lime ta build thet amount of money,” Melibizn said. “H's possible it could be 20 years. bedane the dty has another opportunity.”
Joned agid e couwndl Shauld condides an aplicn hal doesn | sdw dinan Bugnasieg

“Thia bas! mowa i B ors 1hel everybody aorees o) o That has Bile impact an esigling businesses, ™ Jones saidd. “We don't want to do somathing fhat
Wil i oo businesses. | doesn't maka sanse.”

Closing the or- and off-ramps at Paige, oliminating the casy, night-off-the- frecwary acoess would burd businesses such as Love's Truck Slop and Roche
0, among athess.

Rocha Od's Susan Duys! said she wants counal 1o consider rebuilding the Paige overpass. Duyst praised TCAG and its adminisiration of Messwe R
Tunds. Impeoving e Paige Avenus overpass was armong TCAG S projects,

Fadoing Paige. hol's whet we hove bson counfing o she saad, “We are hoping Fey ke a Doek”
Curysl saicd e optaon |2 rabesld Fags 5 nol beng boked al as much she would Bk

Rocha O, a looal, family-cened busness, moved 1o its current locaton four decades ago. The business slaried with a single buiding that has fumed into
a full-service gas stabion and o company. Some years aga, Rioche Ol was gieen a property smprovement award.

I weanding The Page seerpass rebuill, Duysl is supporting an eption differant from e Imemational Agn-Cesrler's Board of Direclor. The fgri-Canlir |axebs
Wi A Expa, the langes agriculiuee rads show i the couniny.

Ve lova the Farm Shaw, Wis ana proud o hava it in Tulsre,” she said. “Clur husiness depands on ag.”

Jamy Sinti, Intemational Agn-Cendar ganeral manager, said he prafers tha aplion that calls for building the interchange i Indusirial fvenue, sbout & mik
south af Page. That option keeps the gverpass al Fege, but e one and off-ramps at Paige would close.

Sinifl said the propct ta imprave the Paige owerparss o buld & new ane is lang averdue. He also said devedopment will likesty fallow.
“This is & project (hat ahould hawve happened yean 500," he said. ° think il wil be & gaod thing.”
Laving Lawe's

On Thursday, fruck drver Afmdo Homara said he would hale ta kasa tha aasy acoass 1o Love's Truck Siop. He said ha drives for @ Bay Area company
wilh disiribution locations in Soulhern Caldamia.

Romera said he uses Love's Truck Stop as & midwany point 1o exchange cago.

e have things hey reed and ihey have things we need,” he said. “We mesl hara”

Romara sakd he picked Love's Trick S80p becauta i affers all ha things naedad tor truckars, including fual and senvices far big Ags and 1ood tor drivers
s parfect far us.” ha said. W's corvenient. Thay have evangthing.”

Big ng drivers. Romemn said, look for convenicnos.

Decigion makers
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RMIMME Mrm il 0 sandlad liatalideg Tong Sre i Todand wvld i g
Mich lika Rincha CH and tha Bgi-Cantar, counci] mamaars difer on what's tha hast option for tha pirogect

Councd, with Maryor Daned Macedo stepping dawn because of canflict, inotted up on an optian te Agn-Cenber supparts.

Last week, coundl members Graig Yepooda and Shea Gowin supported the aplion backed by the Agei-Cenber while Jones and Mantza Castellance Munoz
oppossd i

Janas gaid & deciion Mal hinders ocal bisineas may Bng liabilty
“The city will hat carl A Int of monery,” ha said. “Tha oty cant afford that much money. | don't wand in puat the city in that posiian.”

Melilan said having four councd members showldn't pasa a problem. The process of selecling a locabon wil be the same as any other. Sounol majority
s needed and, § no maparty & reachesd, the ibem fails.

“Thhes bugerweis ol Ui dGly s Gi oo,” ha said,

A it will b councits dactsion. City adminiginators ans nal making 8 recommand sficn on ha prajac

Meliwan sad selecing the interchange’s nw Iocalon i @ complex issue, But Tham s seemingly & common goal

e value all the skakehakdnrs. Wa value all the busnesses. Wa value all the proparty oaners,” he said. “We want what's best for te ciy.”
How to attend

What: Tulare City Courdl masting

Whan: 7 pom., Tuasday

‘Whare: Council Chamber, 291 M. M 52

Ondine: waw, hilare. cagay.

Read or Share thia alory: hitpelvid San corfiGasy

g B >
==) SIGN UPFOR THE EXPERIENCE ~©bia Charm

= OF YOUR LIFE!

MR (W VS 1A N M RSDENA. COMI S 10T R0 U 1R 11 T GO N C8 =DON SRt -0 8 [0 5-5 DU TU R NS- 1T DTN R b ot S S A
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B8 Cramtecil splil oo Paige piojet

Council split on Paige project

Lisis Heraeader. Whernin s halatmediboonm  Pubiphol BO7 pon FT Sow, De, 2006 | Ugdated 35T pun. FT Mo 16, BHE

The progect ko bring & new insechange 0 2oulh Tokans {iEloeg -
snyihi-lulara-interchangaBIG25R0A1 stalled Tussday righ, Taiirg o gal arugh suppan Tram 8 majgrnly of
Councll ek,

p—— Trem city coungl 5pit ten-twa, Mayor David Macedo abstained, Tha praject planned an inberchardge af either
Commerdal or Indusinal avaruas, mowing sway from the Paigs fanos cvarpass

[y e — Thene was & requast o apprava partial funding far an Erviranmantal impact Repart on the propased
ritarchanges, which council splil o,

hitges:iwaw, visallalimasdatia. comisionrrews il 20 1611 1Gicouncl-spill-paioe- projct el i 454 113
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EM1iE01E Comncll apll an Paige projad
Tha projact cames altar the Calitomia Departmant of Transporation, Caltrans, Iakeed the Paigs Svenus inkarchangs "sub-standar.” As & soldion, & naw
imterchange was propasced just down Highwary 98,

Counciman Craig Vejwoda said a new inlerchange al the sauthem Sp of Tulere would bring economic desvelopment and jobs o the area. Counci's
actions hart hoss efforts, he eaid.

Fagh 88 an irmerchangs is a mess moal of the tima,” he said.

Wapvoda acdad thal tha naw imarchange would also incraass b revenue and improve air quality, He sakd cound| B passing up on manay from Maasuna
R. the local las used 1o financh infrastrictiing projacts. Tl County Associalion of Gowammants Manages e manay.

s a tmweshy” he said. “H's a tolal dissendos 1o e mepaying residents of te aty of Tulane.”

Wice Mayor Carlion Jones, wha oppased finandng the EIR, said none of the proposals indudas improwing Paige. Maving (he interchange, Jones said,
huris the corrent busmesses, ncduding Roche Od, the Paige Avenos Trodk stop and gas station and Buodget inn maiel.

T didnt see ariing Bl Fipeoves Paige” he saad, T only saw opions thal dose of cul Paige in hall”

Jonas contirued | can'l vwall 1p 58 a proposal for Paiga 1o make 0L | would love 1o 86 8 proposal that makes Faige a Inurdang bridge with improved
on- and aff-ramps. | havan't saan anything thal makes ma think Faige ks tha prianly

Counciwaman Marfisa Castell anor also opposed approving the EIR funding.

TCAG Execulive Direclor Ted Smaley said Moeasura [ would be used o fund most of ke EIR cosl. Tulare pledged b pay Tor the resl. TCAS sleo has
325 milian of Messure R mongy sel sside far the prajecl.

W8 A cily project,” ha said, “Wa will wail 1 hesr frnm e city ol Tulian.”
wapvoda sald Tulare should take advantags of the monay. Voling against it goes wel beyond just failing 1o suppor the EIR funding

s saying ro to new businesses in sowth Tulere. B's saying no fo hundreds, maybe thousands. of jobs,” Vejwoda said. “Paige, as i's, can't sustan any
furiher development.”

Wajroda said and there are plans for buiking a Fikal Flying J wuck slop a1 Paige and Blacksione Snesl, ighl across from Love's Travel Siop. Vejwoda said
thay axparing oF & new huck log wil lRedy incroass buginess for 16 o slops,

Tmaging galting a naw Piol shap,” Wepoda sakd, “Imacire (h jobs craabied and thi tax renue.”

An option for the praposed progect includes kesping Fage averpass apen, but dosing the ramps. Ancther aplion calls for keeping the southbound on-
raMp opRn.

Jones, howeer, said approving any proposal ot San ane thal mproves Paige ovsmpass will hurl the curent businesses.
e Nave b0 COMe up with 8 plan thal wors,™ he gaid. ) am not going o hurl e paoplks.”

The interchangs ts within Jones' council districi

& councif's decision that hurs local businesses creates Snancial liabilty for Tulane, Jones said.

e can't afford fo do thal,” he said

Roche O's Susam Duysl sakl she wants 10 550 Paige overpass improved, as il has been promsed Tor nearly tao decades.
Lewa's Traval Stop, Though & looal reprasantatis, caled for councl 80 Appnoss finming tor tha EIR

Tha Indamatianal Agri-Cemiar, which hosts tha Ward g Expa, supports an opaon that calls for buikding a naw interchange sowth of Faga, bul keaps tha
DWETIHISS Dpen.

Rmad or Shere fhis shory: higp:ivid-tar cof2hw A
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ELATE O CALIEIRMUA—BUSNESS, TRARSPORTATION AND BOUSMNG AGERCY ARHOLE SURW ARZENBGGRE, Goveme

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1352 WEST QLIVE AVENUE

O, BOX 12616

FRESNG, CA 93775-2616

FHOME (559) 428-7306 Wb
FAN (550} 485-4088 ;
TTY (350} 4564066 kst e

May 24, 2007
2135-IGRS/CEQA,
6-TUL-99-27.60
LOVE'S TRUCK STOP
“AMENDED” TRAFFIC IMPACT STUDY
Mr, Mark 5. Kiclty, ALCP.
Drirector of Planning and Building
City of Tulage
411 East Eemn Avenue
Tulare, CA 93274

Dear Mr. Kielty:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Love's Truck Stop & Country Stores " Amended”
Traffic Irpact Stady (TIS). The project proposes the construction of an 8,000 sguare foot
convenience store/fast food building with 24 fueling stations, and one truck scals gas station.
The project is located at the southwest comer of Paige Avenoe and Blackstone Street, and iz
contiznous to the State Route (SR) 95/Paige Avenue interchange, in the City of Tulare. Caltrans
has the following comments: ’

This letter will supercede our letter of February 14, 2007, {Copy enclosed)

The City with the passage of Measure R, Development Fees and project opening day mitigation,
is prioritizing the Paipe Avenue Interchange Improverment Froject. The 1993 Project Study
Report (PSR}, has changed due to new standards and revisions, includes right-of-way
acquisition from the project parcel along Paige Avenue and the freeway side. The existing
development in the vicinity has increased the traffic utilizing the local streets and the
interchange end new State standards will expand the proposed interchange footprint, Caltrans
has requested in its comments on previous projects that a new PSR for the SR 09/Paige Avenus
interchange be completed. The Intergovernmental Review Process is intended to address
development conflicts such as this. The project sheuld not be building within area needed for a
new interchange. They should be required to dedicate right-of-way for the ultimate interchange.
Caltrans is concerned that development decisions are relying on an outdated PSR and TIS.

The Paige Avenue Interchange Improvement Project PSR, includes reconstruction of the existing
overcrossing bridge. This will result in 2 change in the profile of Paige, beyond Blackstone. Tt
is roughly estimated that the profile on Paige ar Blackstone will increase the centerline
pavement elevation 1.3 to L& feet, On site improvements and drainage should be designed to
account for future modifications to the Paige and Blackstone Strest profiles.

#5 an opening day condition this project should mitigate the opeaing day impacts with the
following improvements:

"Calimanr imgroves sobility ocress Caljfarsic®
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Mr. Mark 5. Kielty
May 24, 2007
Page 2

1. Relocate the north bound (NE) on and off tamp termini to the east. The existing NB ramp
roadbed is a shered access road for privare development (motel, mobile home park, gas
station/truck stop). The remaiing private property access will continue o obtain ingress
and egress af the existing Paige Aveénue intersection. This intersection should be limited to
right in, dght cut cnly movements. A raised median should be constructed on Paige Avenue
as part of the signalization and lame additions. A Caltrans B3 cub is an inexpensive interim
raised median aption,

]

- Signalize the NB ramps and Laspina Intersections on Paige Avenue.

3. Esteblish "stop” control on Blackstone af the sputh hound (8B} off ramp intersection,
Provide a dedicated north bound right tum lane with vield control for the rght-turn
movement to 5B Routs 99,

4. Intrease the deceleration lane length and acceleration lane lengths on SR 99 for the two NE
ramps end the one SB off ramp in accardance with the attached drawings.

3. Provide a west-bound right (WBR) and wast-bound left (WBL) lane on the 5B off ramp
terminus. The storage length for the WBR should be not less than 170 feet with a 120-foot

bay taper

6. The minimum lane configuration on the local road is found on Table 1 in the report prepared
by Omni Means. Table 1 does not provide sufficient starage length as it is based on
“existing + project”. The storage lengihs should be increased to account for portions of the
approved projects’ quewing, Increasing the queus lengths is consistent with standard
engineering methods for traffic stodies and would account, in part, for the period of time
between opening day and completion of the new interchange,

7. Actess Control Rights should be provided in the name of the Department of Transportation
with the Tentative Vesting Map between Blackstene and the freewray. In addition, dght-of-
way dedication for the ultimate $B on ramp should be provided in the name of the
Department of Transpartation, Both of these features should be determingd after
engincering studies, sufficient to ensure the right-of-way is fully compatible with the new
interchange and Love's site would not be impacted in the future,

8. Right-of-way on Paige should be sufficient to provide dual left tum lanes, 3 through lanes in
ench direction, dedicated right tum lanes at Blackstone and Laspina, end an auxiliary lane
over the freeway for the shared 5B on ramp and NB loop on ramp, These represent the
minimum conditions for the ultimate right-of-way. These conditions are not intended 1o
address the Commercial Entertainment complex east of the airport. Special event teaffic from
this development needs to fully mit gate its impacts at this and other locations.

The City should be planning for addirional interim mitigation. This mitigation iz not required
for opening day of Love's but is an expected need given the growth trendz and quewing that
cenld sdversely impact the State Highway System, The following are items that are expected in
the near future.

“Caltmans fmyeaver mobilicy ageoss Cafffsm o~
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Mr. Mark §. Kielty
May 24, 2007
Page 3

A. Construct the ultimate SB on ramp from Paige, including an east-boond auxiliary lane
between Blackstone the SB on ramp terminus,

B. Signalize the intersections of Paige and Blackstone and the 5B off ramp and Blackstone.
These two intersections would be coordinated with the SB off ramp {WEBL movement) and
SB Blackstone movement on & lead phase and the NB Blackstone movement on 8 lag phase,

C. Add lanes to the Blackstone and Laspina intersections an Paige to increase the through put
capacity eway from the froeway, thereby clearing the quenes.

Without a detailed design of the interim improvements, it is our opinion that non-standard
features will be an unavoidable consequence of working with the existing facility. This will
require documentation of the non-standard features through the Design Exception Fact Sheet
approval process. Mothing in this letter or sttached herewith should be construed as approval
Tor non-standard features. The detailed design and analysis required for the interim
improvements will include truck tuming and off-tracking analysis. Significant engingerng
judgment and coordination with Caltrans Design and Traffic Units will be required dering the
geometric design process.

This letter is intended to address the interim improvements. The Traffic Study provided a 2030
scenario. This scenario will be subject to further analysis during the PSR and PA&ED phases.
The traffic study for the new interchange should address the pending General Plan Update,
Caltrans Traffic would like to meet to discuss the Paige Avense Interchange PSR, the Agni-
center/International Drive interchange, the Design Period, land uses incorporated in the fulnre
General Plan and model runs, and the peometric design incorporated in the PSR,

The determination as to whether or not o PSR is needed for the interim improvements can only
be determine after additional engineesing studies have been undertaken, Interim improvements
should be in place before Love's apening-day traffic impacts occur, potentially impacting State
Highway System operations or safety.

A modification of the existing Maintenance Agreement will be needed for the new
improvements.

We have reviewed the site plan for the propesed Love's development. We recommend the
following:

The heaviest driveway movements will accur at the first driveway, south of Paige Avenue. The
concentration of car fuel islands should be located further from Paige. In addition, the on site
circulation is poor. Buildings separate cars and trucks, which can be desirable but dees not
reasonably, provide for an error should a car enter the truck area or 2 tuck enter the car area,
Crreater on site eirculation should be provided, AT sign structures are subject to Caltrans permit
review. Finally, if at 2ll possitle, two driveways should be provided rather than three,

“*Calirarms ingeoves mobilicg aereis Califormta™
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Mr, Mark 5. Kieity
May 24, 2007
Page 4

Please be advised that any future development adjacent to a State Route, whether the entitlement
is deemed by the lead agency to be discretionary or ministerial should be sent to Caltrans for
review. Please send a response (o our comments and a copy of the Council resolution related to
the proposed project. If you have any questions regarding our comments, please me at 483-7306,

Sincerely,

AL DIAS
Office of Transportation Planning
District &

Ce: Mr. Darrel Pyle, City Manager

Mr. Ted Smalley, Tulare County Association of Governments
Deputy Executive Director

Mr. Mike Miller, Traffic Engineer
Traffic Engineering

Enclosures

“Caitrans impranes mabiliy acress Celifmin
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DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE

PO BOX 12616

FRESNG, CA $3776-2616

PHONE (559) $88-7306

FAX (550) 4354068

TTY (550) 4B5-4066
February 14, 2007
2135-IGRICEQA
6-TUL-99-27.60
LOVE’'S TRUCK STOP
TRAFFIC IMPACT STURY

Mr. Mark S. Kielty, A LCP,
Director of Planning and Building
City of Tulare

411 East Kem Avenue

Tulare, CA 93274

Dear Mr. Kielty:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Lave’s Truck Stop d& Country Stores Traffic Impact
Study (TIS). The praject proposes the construction of an 8,000 equare foot convenience
store/fast food building with 24 fueling stations, and one truck scale gas station. The project is
located at the southwest corner of Paige Avenve and Blackstone Street, and is contiguous to the
State Route (SR} #9/Paige Avenue interchange, in the City of Tulage. Caltrans has the
fellowing comments:

The City with the passage of Measure R, Development Fees and project opening day mitigation,
i priodtizing the Paige Avenue Interchange Improvement Project. The Project Study Report
(PSR}, dated 92393, includes right of way acquisition fram the project parcel along Paige
Avenue and the freewsy side. The existing development in the ¥icinity has increased the traffic
utilizing tie local sireets and the interchange and new State standards will expand the proposed
interchange footprint. Caltrans has requested in its comments on previous projects that a new
PSR for the SR 99/Paige Avenue interchange be completed. The Intergovernmental Review
Process is intended to address development conflicts such as this. The project should not be
building within ares needed for a new interchange. They should be required to dedicate right af
way for the ultimate interchange. Caltrans is concemed thar development decisions are relying
on an outdated FSE and TIS.

The proposed PSR on-ramp to southbound SR 99 will obtain access on Faige Avenue, The
Love's TIS indicates that  driveway is proposed on Paige. Calirans Standard 504.8 reqguires
access control along Paige Avenve. In addition, AASHTO and Caltrans preclude driveways
from auxiliary lanes, from the operational limits of the Tamp, and within the on-ramp stiping
limits, As such, no driveway should be permitted on Paige between Blackstone and the
freeway,

As an opening day condition, new northbeund SR 99 on/off ramps are to be constructed alang
with traffic signals at the ramp termini, In addition, the Paigs Avenue/Laspina Street and Puige

“Calerans impromer mobiliny sereds Califarnia®
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M. Mark Kielty
Fehruary 14, 2007
Page 2

Avenue/Blackstone Street intersections are to be signalized prior to the opening day. All traffic
signals on Paige Avenue between Laspina Street and Blackstone Street should be synchronized,
A Maintenance Agreement needs to be prepared between Caltrans and the Ciry for on-going
maintenance and contral of the signal master controller.

The TIS proposes prorate share of 18.4% for the southbomd ramps and 20, 2% for the
narthbound ramps. There should be a prorata share for the overall interchange reconstruction
under the 2030 build-out scenario. The City shoold be collecting fees from other development
as part of a consistent approach to the 2030 general plan improvements.

The TIS needs to determine how the remainder of the opening day improvements will be
completed, Under CEQA, these improverments must be in place prior to opening day. The study
needs to define the present cost of the ramps and the interchange to determine the actual Pro-rata
cost?

What is the truck percentage used in the analysis? The satrated flow surnmary sheets do not
provide the truck percentages or reduction factors in the OuipHL.

As a truck stop served by the freeway, diverted trips apply to the ramps. The TIS needs to
identify the diverted wip component applied to the ramps?

4 detailed operational analysis of the signal at Paige and Blackstone needs to occur. 'We find
the Traffix analysis insufficient. It is believed that this intersection naeds to be signalized for
safety and operations. We are concemed that the sguthbound left on Blackstons and the
westhound left from the ramp will not function as presented. Please submit this supplemental
analysis esing Synchro, If your study finds that signal warrants still are not met, submit Gthe
study as if the sgmal is present.

The intersection of SB 99 sothbound rampe at Blackstone Street will need to be signalized as
Tuture traffic volumes incresse. The signal controller and ameillary improvements should be
designed to accommudate this future improvement.

What is the Loves’ drivewsy spacing along Blackstons? The TIS has completed signal warrant
investigations for each of the driveways. Does the owner propose to signalize any of thesa
driveways? Quening data iz not available for Intersection 5. Please check the northbound
Blackstone quesing and southbound left-turn movement into Loves. Flease provide an
explanation of the driveways spacing and operations, traffic projections shortcomings, quewing
analysis, and future signal plans along Loves® frontage.

The Paige Avenue Interchange Improvement Froject (PSR) includes reconstruction of the
existing overcroasing bridge. This will resultin a change in the profile of Paige, beyond
Blackstone. It is roughly estimated that the profile on Paige at Blackstone will increase the
centeriing pavement elevation 1.3 to 1.8 fest. On site Improvements and drainage should be
designed to account for fulure medifications o the Paige and Blackstone Street profiles.

*Cairrans fepeover mobilily arros Califarni®
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Mr, Mark Kielty

February 14, 2007
Page 3

Flease provide in Synchro the 2030 queuing lengths, signal timing, and lane configuration for
westbound Paige Avenue at the new southbound PSR ramp intersection and the Blackstone
Street intersection. All quenes should be provided in the 95 percentile,

The developer should submit site plans for review, All Trafix submittals shoald include the
50" and 95* percentile quening data. District 6 Tratfic Operations prefers Synchro as the basis
of signalized intersection analysis.

Flease be advised that any future develepment adjacent to & State Route, whether the entitlement
is deamed by the lead agency to be dizeretionary or ministerial should be sent to Caltrans for
review. Please send a response to our comments and a copy of the Cooncil resolution related to
the propased project. If you have any questions regarding the T1S, please call Mr. Steven
MeDonald at (559) 444-2433 or Mr. Joe Espinosa at (555} 488-4348, If you have any questions,
please call me at (559) 488-7306,

Sincerely,

74!

AL DIAS

Office of Transportation Planning
Dstrict &

Ce: Mr. Dareel Pyle, City Manager

Mr. Ted Sﬁw]}ey, Tulare County Association of Governments
Deputy Executive Director

Mr. Mike Miller, Traffic Engineer
Traffic Engineering

“Calmaes (mprawes wmatdility acrorr Caiffiemic™
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ELATHOR CALIMORNIA —BUSHESS, THANEPORTATAH AN LKIETNG AGENTY o ASHOLD SCHWARFSNGGER, Gowior

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CENTRAL REGION SOUTHEAST SURVEYS

255 "M" ETREET

SLITE 200

FRESMO, CA. 23721

ATTH: Calvin Henry Flex :mu.ram.aw.l'
FHONE (539) £45-8573 B erivegy iffciomst

FAX (559) 445-6560
Evmail: Calvin_Henry@dot.cagov

CALTRANS DISTRICT 6
CENTRAL REGION SURVEYS OFFICE

REQUIRED INFORMATION FOR R/W DEDICATIONS

1) A Copy of the vesting deed(s) for the subject property.

2) Either a copy of a Title Report, or Guarantes of the subject property, DATED
WITHIN 30 DAYS OF SUBMITTAL of the Dadication Packags.

3 Copy of the Assessor's Map,
4) Assessors Parcel Number (APN) of the property, if not stated in the Tille Report.

5) State whether the property is within city limits or in an unincorporated area, if not
stated in the Tille Report.

B) I the property is a lot of a Tract or a parcel of a Parcs| Mep, provide the lol or parcel
number and a copy of the recorded map(s).

7} Provide copies of any record map or deed cited in the documents provided.

8) If unsubdivided land, note the Section, Township, and Range whers the property is
located,

9} A Legal description of the dedication parcel signed and sealed by a Licensad
Professional Land Surveyor or a Civil Enginser registered prior to 1882 on 81/2° X
11" papar. Letter EXHIBIT "A" at the top of the legal description (see attached
sample legal).

10} A Platt showing pertinent survey data, such as bearings, distances, and curve data,
where applicable, and the area of the dedication parcal on 81/2" X 11 paper. If the
parcel is located in unsubdivided land, show ties to the nearest two section corners
andior quarter-section camers. Letter EXHIBIT "B* al the top of the Plat (see
attached sampla plat).

11) A Copy of the traverse calculations, if a metes and bounds descrpfion, for the
dedication parcel fo include ermor of closure and area,
“Canbirar imyeeres mokility eerorr Calffsrmia”
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12) A Copy of the CALTRANS REQUIREMENTS describing the location and amount of
right-of-way to be dedicated. This can be acquirsd from the Caltrans Flanning
Dapartment, Caltrans Permits Departmeant, or local Gevernmsnt agency recuiring
the dedication,

NOTE:

If any of the above listed items are not submitted, it will either cause a delay or
halt in the Dedication process.

If there are any questions, please contact Calvin Henry, Calirans Surveys Department, at
5589-445-6573,

Mail packat of information to:

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
CENTRAL REGION SOUTHEAST SURVEYS
&35 “M" STREET

SUITE 200

FRESNO, CA. 93721

ATTN: Calvin Henry

Rev, W66

“Calrmng improver motiling aorogs Califpmie
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EXHIBIT E
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BM1MI01A Tulare plan thiaalans bnglime feily busirass

Tulare plan threatens longtime family business

COURTSEY ROCHE JR.  Pubdelel 102 aom. FT O 17, 2000

Miore than 53 yaars ago. my pamenis, Courlney and Hazsl Roche, used Rall (heir e agyings 0o buy we nucks
CTHER VIEWS andl ollica aquipenant 1o /1AM A fual Dusiness in Tulara, Thay aarmed just 3234 @ain el mord, Bl they ahuck
with i and graw ovar the yean, eeen through the 19704 ol crigs and wo mapor recassions
COMMENTARY
W mavard Roche Gl 1o e norhvees! comarn of Palge Asens and Highsay 59 in 1874 and continued 5o gros;,
ineasing in new equipmant and taclitas, and ganemting sales and hual taxes tha banedt the siaba and by
particulary in ransperiation funding

Our family's retatonship with e city of Tukare has been positive aver the years. Afler lsamang thad the city planned bo imgrove the Paige merchange al
Highay 89, we irveestad nearly a milion dollas o axpand Fodss O in 1997 o caplure and ralain Highasy 99 (raffic and improse e area

hifpethwrdw visallalimasdelia. comdsionplapinon/2(H E 1 2 il are-plan-thraa lers-ongima-family-blusines s A2 0580 W3
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B8 Tudara plan Ivaales lon Laniiky Bugingss
In 2002, than-City Maragar Kavin Northeralt and Mayor Willam Coake sant Mom and Dad a lathar b congratiulabs tham far baing amang e city's Inp 25

sales tax generatons for the quarter, The City Councl also honored cur family on Rocha Ol's S0th anniversary in 2013,

Bul row, for the second time in 20 years, o city plan change is being consdered that would significantly damage cur business. The new plan proposes. to
recommend that Callrans. sifp higheay access. fram us and other Paige Avenue businesoss and mave il an sighth-mile south to beredit land owners in
that area. Disregarding cur businesses' fong-Sme lax o ibutions arvd i W, the new praposal recommends ditching the long-standing plan io
upgrade Paige Avanue and inslesd permanantly dose fie Paige on and off ramps and buid a0 inlerchangs Al Industial Avenue inglesd.

This plian wodild have & significant negative impsc on Roche Ol and ofar Dusinaseas Thall iave bought. davalaped and impeoved progay in anticipstion
al thi Paige inberchangs upgradas. |t would lowar aur propaty walues and redcss incentiee to dewslop, The plan ase would promoles leap-Trog
drvwinpmant and urban sprasd. T woukl take freeway AccAss Trom mulliple estatlshesd sinasses And give S i land camers whass consultan Ras besn
labbying city afficials for years.

‘Whan that consukant amd city afficials stafing pushing ta ciose Paige on-ramps and off-ramps the first lime, back in 1929, s0 many businesses and
community membans opposed the plan that it was quickly droppad. Yel here we are again, facing the same plan with the same destructive oulcome.

The city's reasans Tor the pian and timing in this second round are murky. W agree ol we'd ke more developrianl aod betar walffic ow in Soulth
Tubare, bul woukdn'| the promissd upgrades o e Paige inlerchangs promote that? In fact. an improved Paige interchangs sunely woukl benslil both
axizling Paige Avanus and fdume Indusirial Avenos businessas, crealing & win-win allemative, Da they really need 10 nun Paige Avanus Dusndsses o
develop athers al Indusiial Avenue a0 aighth-mils away?

And why |s their plan sudidenty 5o urgent? | have b wonder I e upcoming sleclian has scmething 10 da wilh s sudden pressurs, Thay Il have a naw
ity councl aftar Mov. 8 and a frash naw chance to quickly push fhrough an unpapular plan

Our family is joining ofer busnesses and proparty cwners in fighling the closure plan agan. We agres that we nesd b mprove trafiic fow and freesay
atoess i Soulh Tulare. Let's work logether 1o develop an oplian thal dossnt bur established businesses. We'd like b aonlinue growing with Tulane as
wa fave ginca 1963, We hape thal tha ity will reconsider i dasinctive plan and insbesd find & win-win for the busmessas thal suppor £

Interedled Community mambsan also & invited (o atlend & city workshop on South Tulare freswsy aplions 8t 5.30 pm. Tueday, Mo, 1, in City Coundl
Chambers, 491 North M 5L, o contadt their City Councll mambers gl $58-684-4200

Courtaay Roche Jdr. i a Tl sident

Rizad or Share this. story: hitpelhd -tar cofetiGL

btes: i, o B0 BN IVE T ulare-plan-th Aamity-tus e SRS I bl
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EMEII01R Tulae glae thiastans knglime Ty busies

TR VAL W Sl B M @S 0&T 1R, COMy S I00Y D PN LU Tk 10 5 LA Ara-Dia M- 1NNa A NS - OnoRimes-Taim i Y -DUSI NS SR LB LTe 20 ]
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Response to Comment A: REMY MOOSE MANLEY LLP
(Representing Love's Travel Stops &
Country Stores)

Response A-1: The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter, stating the
law office of Remy Moose Manley LLP represents Love's Travel Stops & Country Stores
with respect to their property located across from the proposed Project. The
commenter provides some background with regards to their client's business both
locally and nationally. The commenter states the following comments included in the
letter all focus on the Project's transportation-related effects which could impact
Love's.

These comments are noted. This comment is an introduction to the letter and does not

require further response.

Response A-2: The commenter provides a background to the Love's site and location, and
states that the State Route 99/Paige Avenue interchange already experiences problems
with truck traffic leaving the freeway off-ramps from the north at a stop sign on South
Blackstone Street just north of Paige Avenue. The commenter states that it was their
understanding that Caltrans would be building a major new modern interchange that
wiould solve the existing and projected deficiencies with the current configuration, and
is disappointed that this interchange project has yet to come to fruition.

Caltrans is currently studying four (4) build alternatives to provide a new SR 59
interchange between Paige Avenue and Avenue 200. One of the alternatives proposes
to reconstruct the existing Paige Avenue Interchange. For this alternative, the
intersections at Paige/Blackstone & Paige/lLaspina will be reconstructed to
accommodate additional turn & through lanes on Paige Avenue, Blackstone Street, and
Laspina Street. Blackstone Street will be widened/realigned to accommodate
forecasted traffic volume.

As described in Appendix F of the DEIR, a Project Study Report (PSR) has been
approved, and Caltrans is currently working on a Project Approval and Environmental
Document (PAED) phase of the project which could take several years to complete. As
this is a Caltrans project, it is assumed that they will follow their established public
process for obtaining public input on the project. A copy of the PSR is contained in
Appendix F of the DEIR.

Additionally, as identified in the Tulare County Association of Governments (TCAG)
2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), SR-99/Paige Ave interchange improvements
are included as a Caltrans [{IIP/RTIP/Measure R Interchange Project) (CT-RTP 07-014]]
that includes Major Operational I/C improves, which includes the widening of on/off
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ramps and the bridge structure at the SR-99/Paige Ave interchange. TCAG RTP project
(CT-RTP 07-014) is included in the adopted 2014 RTP, as Constrained Capacity
Increasing Project with an identified Open to Traffic (OT) date of 2026. This project (CT-
RTP 07-014), is included in the TCAG 2018 Draft RTP as a Regionally Funded Roads
Constrained Capacity Increasing Project for Inclusion in the Tulare County 2018

Regional Transportation Plan (Action Element) with an OT year of 2030.

Ultimately interchange improvements on a state highway, such as SR 99, are under the
jurisdiction of Caltrans who would need to approve the design and construction of
improvements. The City of Tulare has, and will continue to, work with the Caltrans and
TCAG to improve the transportation system to address system-wide transportation
impacts. As stated previously, currently Caltrans is considering a new interchange on SR
99 at Paige Avenue, and major interchange improvements. Major Operational
I/C improvements included in the TCAG RTP constrained project list include the
widening of on/off ramps and the bridge structure at the SR 99/Paige Ave interchange.

The City has been working with TCAG to obtain Measure ‘R funds. Additionally,
the City is requiring the payment of a fair share fee, for cumulative impacts. Fair
share payments are intended to mitigate for a project's cumulative impacts. (See, e.g.,
CEQA Guidelines & 15130, subd. (a)(3)). Caltrans is studying several alternatives,
which includes alternative locations for an interchange. Ultimately, Caltrans will
make the final determination on the preferred alternative, which is not known at this
time. Since the interchange and improvements must be approved by Caltrans and
the timing of cumulative improvements is unknown, the DEIR text concludes that
there would be a significant and unavoidable impact.

Response A-3: The commenter states that Love's obtained the Draft EIR and retained
the services of a professional traffic engineering firm, Griffin  Cove
Transportation Consulting (Griffin Cove), to review the traffic study and Remy
Moose Manley LLP to review that chapter for legal adequacy and, in particular, to
assess the legal sufficiency of the proposed strategies for mitigating the Project’s
transportation-related effects.

These comments are noted. This comment provides background information

and context to the letter and does not require further response.

Response A-4: The commenter provides an introduction to their findings, which the
commenter states are detailed further within the comment letter. The commenter
states that the traffic study and Transportation and Circulation chapter are insufficient
due a number of technical flaws and omissions, and requested that the traffic study be

revised, and that the Transportation and Circulation chapter of the Draft EIR must be
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updated and recirculated for additional public review pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15088.5.

These comments are noted. Individual responses related to specific technical
information and analysis in the Traffic Impact Study and Draft EIR are provided as they
relate to specific comments in their respective sections (see responses A-14 through A-
26). This comment is generally introductory and provides background information and
context to the letter and does not require further response.

Response A-5: The commenter states that as a result of the inadequate traffic study, the Draft
EIR improperly ignores or defers the formulation of adequate mitigation of the
Project's significant traffic-related impacts, on both a project-specific and cumulative
basis. Approval of the Project as proposed would thus likely lead to full breakdown of
intersections at and near the Project site. Such an outcome would not only likely
entirely restrict access to the Love's facility during peak hours; the outcome would also
conflict with the City's General Plan, and thus be unlawful for that reason alone. The
commenter states that the City cannot approve any project that will violate General
Plan, Policy TR-P2.3, and approval of the Project based on the current traffic study and
EIR would not only violate CEQA, but would also violate the California Planning and
Zoning Law (Gov. Code,§ 65000 et seq.).

These comments are noted. The City has incorporated mitigation whereby the
applicant would be required to pay its fair share of traffic improvements to maintain
acceptable levels of service. The City cannot require an applicant to pay for impacts
caused by other developments. For instance, there is an unacceptable LOS under
existing conditions. The existing conditions are not caused by the proposed project,
instead they are caused by existing projects including the Love's project. Following the
logic of the commenter’'s comments, the City should not have approved the Love's
project and would be unable to approve any use permits or business permits
authorizing continued operation of the Love's facility given that it contributes to an
unacceptable level of service. The City does not desire to obstruct businesses that are
generally consistent with the General Plan, even if there are interim impacts that occur
while the City pursues the installation of infrastructure consistent with the General
Plan. Unfortunately, the City does not control all funding, design, and construction of
infrastructure in the City (i.e. state highway system), but City staff continues to work
and cooperate with Caltrans on behalf of the citizens and business owners in the City.

From a practical standpoint, the City recognizes that growth and development, and
infrastructure installation are not always aligned perfectly. The City understands that
interchange improvements on the state highway system are under the jurisdiction of
Caltrans who would need to approve the design and construction of improvements.
The City of Tulare has, and will continue to, work with the Caltrans to improve the
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transportation system to address system-wide transportation impacts. We note that
Caltrans is currently considering a new interchange on SR 99 at Paige Avenue, and
major interchange improvements, including a widening of the on/off ramp at this
intersection is included in the TCAG RTP's constrained project list, and is considered a
Caltrans/1IP/RTIP Measure R Interchange project. Additionally, as described previously
Caltrans is studying sewveral alternatives, which includes alternative locations for an
interchange. Ultimately, Caltrans will make the final determination on the preferred
alternative, which is not known at this time. The City is requiring the payment of a fair
share fee, for cumulative impacts. Fair share payments are intended to mitigate for a
project's cumulative impacts. (See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines § 15130, subd. (a)(3). Since
the interchange improvements must be approved by Caltrans and the timing of
cumulative improvements is unknown, the DEIR text concludes that there would be a
significant and unavoidable impact. In effect, there is the potential for an interim

impact until such time that the improvements are actually installed.

In addition to the fair share payments required for cumulative impacts, the project will
implement opening day improvements for existing plus project impacts. With the
improvements identified in the updated Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 [Detailed in
Response A-24), all four study intersections, which were determined to have
unacceptable LOS (below LOS D) under existing plus project conditions will operate at
LOS D or better after signalization as part of the Opening Day improvements.

The project has been reviewed for consistency with General Plan Policy TR-P2.3, and all
project impacts to study intersections have been reviewed for constancy with this
policy. In cases where LOS was determined to fall below the “desired” LOS of D, the
significance determination was made consistent with the threshold established by
Policy TR-P2.3, and mitigation was identified. See Response A-14 for additional

information related to Tulare General Plan Policy TR-P2.3 consistency findings.

Response A-6: The commenter states that they are hopeful that, with the benefit of their
comments, the City can revise the traffic study and Transportation and Circulation
chapter in a manner that both properly identifies problems and formulates real
solutions. The commenter also is hopeful that the City will renew its efforts to find the
funds and obtain the permits needed for major improvements at Paige Avenue and SR
95.

As previously discussed, the City understands that interchange improvements on the
state highway system are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans who would need to approve

the design and construction of improvements.

The City of Tulare has, and will continue to, work with the Caltrans and TCAG to
improve the transportation system to address system-wide transportation impacts. As

Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J 2.0-123



2.0 CoOMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES

stated previously, currently, Caltrans is considering a new interchange on SR 59
at Paige Avenue, and major interchange improvements. Major Operational 1/C
improvements included in the TCAG RTP constrained project list include the widening
of on/off ramps and the bridge structure at the SR 93/Page Ave interchange.

The City has been working with TCAG to obtain Measure ‘R’ funds. Additionally, the
City is requiring the payment of a fair share fee, for cumulative impacts. Fair share
payments are intended to mitigate for a project's cumulative impacts. (See, e.g.,
CEQA Guidelines § 15130, subd. (a)(3). Caltrans is studying several alternatives,
which includes alternative locations for an interchange. Ultimately, Caltrans will
make the final determination on the preferred alternative, which is not known at this
time. Since the interchange improvements must be approved by Caltrans and the
timing of all identified improvements is unknown, the DEIR text concludes that
there would be a significant and unavoidable impact. In effect, there is the
potential for an interim impact until such time that the improvements are actually
installed.

Response A-7: The commenter states that the existing Love's Travel Center sits immediately

to the east of the Project site and traffic conditions at nearby intersections and freeway
on- and off-ramps are significantly strained and provides several news articles and
council meetings where traffic issues in this area have been discussed.

This comment is noted. The City staff recognizes the need for improvements to the
interchange, which is being studied by Caltrans. The DEIR includes an analysis of LOS
under various conditions (i.e. existing, existing plus approved projects, etc.) in the Draft
EIR. City staff concurs that there is a need for improvements to the interchange given
the LOS analysis provided in the DEIR. As a result of the analysis, the City has
incorporated mitigation that would require the applicant to pay its fair share of the
interchange and other cumulative improvements, while also disclosing impacts that will
remain significant and unavoidable.

In addition to fair share payments required for cumulative impacts, the project will
implement opening day improvements for existing plus project impacts. With the
improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 (Detailed in Response A-24), all
four study intersections, which were determined to have unacceptable LOS (below LOS
D) under existing plus project conditions will operate at LOS D or better after

signalization as part of the Opening Day improvements.

Response A-8: The commenter states that the in response to the traffic problems at and near

the Paige Avenue interchange, the City and Caltrans have long had plans to construct
improvements, and that Lowve’s has made land concessions in anticipation of
interchange improvements.

2.0-124 Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

These comments are noted. As identified in the Tulare County Association of
Governments (TCAG) 2014 Regional Transportation Plan [RTP), SR-99/Paige Ave
interchange improvements are included as a Caltrans [(IIP/RTIP/Measure R Interchange
Project) (CT-RTP 07-014)] that includes Major Operational 1/C improves, which includes
the widening of onfoff ramps and the bridge structure at the SR-93/Paige Ave
interchange. TCAG RTP project (CT-RTP 07-014) is included in the adopted 2014 RTP, as
Constrained Capacity Increasing Project with an identified Open to Traffic (OT) date of
2026. This project (CT-RTP 07-014) is included in the TCAG 2018 Draft RTP as a
Regionally Funded Roads Constrained Capacity Increasing Project for Inclusion in the
Tulare County 2018 Regional Transportation Plan [Action Element) with an OT year of
2030.

Additionally, Caltrans is currently studying four (4) build alternatives to provide a new
SR 99 interchange between Paige Avenue and Avenue 200. One of the alternatives
proposes to reconstruct the existing Paige Avenue Interchange. For this alternative, the
intersections at Paige/Blackstone & PaigefLaspina will be reconstructed to
accommodate additional turn & through lanes on Paige Avenue, Blackstone Street, and
Laspina Street. Blackstone Street will be widened/realigned to accommodate
forecasted traffic volume. As described in Appendix F of the DEIR, a Project Study
Report (PSR} has been approved, and Caltrans is currently working on a Project
Approval and Environmental Document (PAED) phase of the project which could take
several years to complete. As this is a Caltrans project, it is assumed that they will
follow their established public process for obtaining public input on the project. A copy
of the PSR is contained in Appendix F of the DEIR.

The City staff recognizes the need for improvements to the interchange, which is being
studied by Caltrans. The DEIR includes an analysis of LOS under various conditions (i.e.
existing, existing plus approved projects, etc.) in the Draft EIR. City staff concurs that
there is a need for improvements to the interchange given the LOS analysis provided in
the DEIR. As a result of the analysis, the City has incorporated mitigation that would
require the applicant to pay its fair share of interchange and other cumulative
improvements, while also disclosing impacts that will remain significant and
unavoidable.

Response A-9: The commenter states that other area businesses have planned on, and rely
on, circulation improvements to the SR-99/Paige Ave interchange. The commenter
states that Love's is concerned that the City may no longer be committed to a new
Paige Avenue interchange. The commenter states that if a new interchange is no longer
feasible, the City and Caltrans should pursue alternative improvements that achieve
and maintain no worse than LOS D. If no solution can be identified and implemented
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before a new Pilot opens for business, then the City should decline to approve the Pilot

Project.

This comment is noted. The City staff recognizes the need for improvements to the
interchange, which is being studied by Caltrans. The DEIR includes an analysis of LOS
under various conditions (i.e. existing, existing plus approved projects, etc.) in the Draft
EIR. City staff concurs that there is a need for improvements to the interchange given
the LOS analysis provided in the DEIR. As a result of the analysis, the City has
incorporated mitigation that would require the applicant to pay its fair share of
interchange and other cumulative improvements.

In addition to fair share payments required for cumulative impacts, the project will
implement opening day improvements for existing plus project impacts. With the
improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 (Detailed in Response A-24), all
four study intersections, which were determined to have unacceptable LOS (below LOS
D) under existing plus project conditions will operate at LOS D or better after

signalization as part of the Opening Day improvements.

As has been stated in earlier responses, ultimately major interchange improvements
are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans who would need to approve the design and
construction of improvements. Interchange improvements remain in the Tulare County
Association of Governments (TCAG) 2014 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP), SR-
99/Paige Ave interchange (CT-RTP 07-014). The traffic analysis included a copy of the
PSR-PDS approved by Caltrans in 2017 for a new interchange. The next step is the
PAGED process. Following PA&ED, Caltrans would move the project into the PSE phase,
before it would be able to be approved for bidding. Interchange improvements are
programmed in the TCAG RTP, but the timing for approval of a new interchange is
uncertain given that it is outside the control of the City.

Response A-10:The commenter references the Draft EIR, p. 2.0-2 project description and

objectives. The commenter provides a summary of the project description
These comments are noted. No response is warranted.

Response A-11:The commenter references the procedural background for the preparation of
the DEIR stating that "The City published a Notice of Preparation for the Project in
February of 2016 and spent the ensuing two-plus years preparing the Draft EIR. During
that entire time, the City never contacted or sought any input from Love's, even though
Love's will be the most directly and negatively affected by the Project. When Love's
received the Draft EIR for the Project, Love's had no choice in light of its serious
concerns about the potential traffic impacts but to expend financial resources to hire an
objective transportation engineer to review the Draft EIR and associated traffic impact
study (TI5).” The commenter references a letter from Meal K. Liddicoat, P.E., Principal at
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Griffin Cove Transportation Consulting, PLLC, which was attached to the commenter's
letter. The referenced letter states that a number of technical errors, omissions, and
deficiencies are contained in both the TI5 and the EIR.

As stated in DEIR Page 1.0-2 through 1.0-3, the City of Tulare circulated a Notice of
Preparation (NOP) of an EIR for the Pilot Flying J Travel Center on February 5, 2016 to
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, the State Clearinghouse, the Mative American
Heritage Commission, and the public. A public scoping meeting was held on February
25, 2016 to present the project description to the public and interested agencies, and
to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding the scope of
the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. The NOP was properly
noticed. Concerns raised in response to the NOP were considered during preparation
of the Draft EIR. The NOP and comments received on the NOP by interested parties are
presented in Appendix A of the DEIR. Love's did not attend the public scoping meeting
or provide NOP comments during the NOP process.

Additionally, the City of Tulare recirculated a NOP (2™ NOP) on August 15, 2016 to
responsible agencies, trustee agencies, the State Clearinghouse, the Mative American
Heritage Commission, and the public. A second public scoping meeting was held on
September 6, 2016 to present the project description to the public and interested
agencies, and to receive comments from the public and interested agencies regarding
the scope of the environmental analysis to be included in the Draft EIR. Concerns raised
in response to the NOP were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR. The NOP
and comments received on the NOP by interested parties are presented in Appendix A
of the DEIR. Love’s did not attend the second public scoping meeting or provide NOP
comments during the recirculated NOP process.

Individual responses related to Griffin Cove’s comments on the technical analysis are
provided in responses presented later in this document as the actual comments are
presented.

Response A-12: The commenter states that “approving odditional development without
properly studying impacts and requiring necessary mitigation to account for added
traffic and resulting circulation problems would dramatically worsen the already
strained existing situation. The Project would exacerbate existing conditions at off-
ramps and preclude access entirely (both ingress and egress) to the Love's Travel Center
during peak traffic conditions. But the EIR does not offer any solutions for these
impacts.”

As stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-15 through 3.12-16 the following intersections would
operate at unacceptable LOS under existing Plus Project Conditions: Laspina
Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 SB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue (renamed as Blackstone Street),
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SR 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue. Additionally,
as stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-15 through 3.12-16 the above four intersections would
operate at acceptable LOS if signalized.

The City of Tulare is committed to improving the transportation system to address
transportation impacts. Cities may impose conditions on development so long as the
conditions are reasonable and there exists a sufficient nexus between the conditions
imposed and the projected burden of the proposed development. Further, cities must
prove that such conditions have a "rough proportionality” to the dewvelopment's
impact. The City of Tulare standard for traffic impact fees (as required by Dolan v. City
of Tigard “rough proportionality”) requires developers to pay their fair share of the
traffic impacts.

This fair share concept represents a commonly accepted technique for individual
development to bear its fair share of impacts. While the applicants can contribute
fees, they are generally unable to undertake offsite roadway improvements unilaterally
due to cost and property ownership issues. The City has held the proposed project to
this standard. As stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-16 and 4.0-24, the project would be required
to contribute its fair share of funding towards the construction of improvements, which
when completed would reduce impacts to study intersections to acceptable LOS.

However, the City recognizes that transportation improvements that are over and
above the projects fair share contribution are needed to improve circulation within the
project area. Therefore, the City included Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 to identify and
fund needed improvements consistent with Municipal Code Chapter 8.56:
(Development Impact Mitigation Fees), and Chapter 8.64 (Oversized Construction
Reimbursement). Specific Details related to the required improvements that are above
and beyond fair share require the City and Developer to enter into a Development
Agreement.

In addition to fair share payments that the City is requiring of the project applicant for
cumulative impacts, the project will implement opening day improvements for existing
plus project impacts. With the improvements identified in Mitigation Measure 3.12-1
(Detailed in Response A-24), all four study intersections, which were determined to
have unacceptable LOS (below LOS D) under existing plus project conditions will
operate at LOS D or better after signalization as part of the Opening Day

improvements.

Response A-13:The commenter states that “The analysis and the proposed mitigation in the TIS
and the Draft EIR are insufficient under CEQA, and the Project would conflict with the
City's General Plan in direct violation of Planning and Zoning Law.” The commenter
notes that significant traffic impacts have gone unreported, and in order to comply
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with CEQA and to ensure that traffic impacts from the Project are adequately
mitigated, the City must prepare and recirculate a substantially revised TIS and
Transportation and Circulation Chapter. The commenter, in representing Lowve's,
respectfully requests that the City not approve the Project unless and until the City has
complied with these requirements.

These comments are noted. The DEIR and TIS clearly identify impacts under various
conditions (i.e. existing, existing plus approved projects, etc.). The DEIR and TIS clearly
identify conditions at segments and intersections that are operating under an
acceptable and unacceptable level of service. The commenter's allegation of
inadequacy is unsupported in this comment, rather it is a blanket opinion that the
mitigation in not adequate. As has been previously stated in earlier responses, the City
of Tulare is committed to improving the transportation system to address
transportation impacts. As stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-16 and 4.0-24, the project would be
required to contribute its fair share of funding towards the construction of
improvements, which when completed would reduce impacts to study intersections to
acceptable LOS. Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 addresses the funding requirement for
traffic improvements caused by the proposed project. The DEIR concludes that the
impact is significant and unavoidable because the City cannot feasibly on its own build
the needed improvement on the state highway system. Such improvements are
designed and constructed at the discretion of Caltrans. The DEIR does, however, note
that the applicant would be required to pay its fair share of the identified
improvements and that once it is constructed it would improve the LOS to an
acceptable level. Furthermore, as has been stated, Caltrans is actively studying and
planning the intersection improvement project at the SR 99 / Page intersection, and
per the latest Draft RTP document (2018), the project has an anticipated completion
and OT date of 2030,

Under the signal alternative, all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better.
With construction of all proposed signalization improvemenits, this would be a less than
significant and less than cumulatively considerable impact. However, only a portion of
the identified improvements are programmed for the near term. Thus, the finding of
significant and unavoidable was made, since improvement timing is not guaranteed.

Monetheless, the project applicant would be required to contribute its fair share of
traffic impact fees to assist in funding this currently ongoing interchange and signal
improvements, which when construction is completed, will benefit the applicant as
well as Love's. The City is actively working with Caltrans and will continue to do s0 on
the interchange improvements project, simultaneous to this project, to ensure that
existing LOS impacts as well as those occurring with construction of this Pilot Flying J
project would not be permanent.
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See Response A-14 for additional information related to Tulare General Plan Policy TR-

P2.3 consistency findings.

Response A-14:The commenter notes that the Project as proposed would conflict with the City
of Tulare General Plan, and provides background and context of associated case law.
The commenter states that a City cannot “override” a conflict with a fundamental,
mandatory, and clear provision of the General Plan as though it were a significant
unaveidable impact permitted to occur under CEQA with issuance of a Statement of
Overriding Considerations (pursuant to CEQA Guidelines section 15093). Rather, such a
conflict makes Project approval unlawful under the Planning and Zoning law, regardless
of the Council’s possible willingness to adopt a Statement of Overriding Considerations.
The commenter states "Put simply, approving a Project that would conflict with "shall"
language in the General Plan violates the law." The commenter references Tulare
General Plan Policy TR-P2.3, and states that The City of Tulare General Plan requires
that the City maintain Level of Service [LOS) D, and concludes that projects, or
conditions not meeting the LOS D standard would be in violation of the City of Tulare
General Plan. General Plan Policy TR-P2.3 states “Level of Service Standard. The City
shall maintain Level of Service of “D,” as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual
{published by the Transportation Research Board of the National Research Council), as
the minimum desirable service level at which freeways, arterial streets, collector streets
and their intersections should operate.” The commenter also references a court case
and seeks to apply the court's decision to this project. The commenter states:
“Endangered Habitats League is directly on point. There, similarly, the general plan
stated that "LOS C shall ... be maintained on Santiago Canyon Road links ... "
{Endangered Habitats League, supra, 131 CalApp.d4th ot p. 783.) Ignoring that
standard, the County approved a project that would degrade the LOS befow C. The
court determined that under those circumstances it could not "find the mitigated
project [was] consistent with the general plan. The inescapable conclusion [was] the
project conflicts with the general plan because of the impact it [would] have on traffic
e " {Id. ot p. 785.) The same is true here.

These comments are noted. The City does maintain Level of Service (LOS) D as the
minimum “desirable” service level at which freeways, arterial streets, collector streets
and their intersections should operate. The City’s General Plan has established this
level of service for analyzing and mitigating traffic conditions to the extent feasible,
although the General Plan provides flexibility for instances where this level of service
cannot be met. The traffic analysis utilized this standard, and mitigation was
incorporated whereby the applicant would be required to install improvement to
maintain the standard and pay its fair share of regional and cumulative traffic
improvements to maintain this minimum standard. The analysis and mitigation
measures from the DEIR are consistent with the General Plan standard. The project is
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mitigated to this standard. The commenter's statements seem to confuse CEQA law
and General Plan law. First, there is no conflict with the General Plan because the City
is requiring installation of local improvements to meet the City's LOS minimum
standard and the payment of fair share funds that pay for the regional improvements
under design by Caltrans. This means that the project is mitigated to the City's
standard. This is consistent with what the City has the ability to feasibly do within its
jurisdiction. While it is not entirely clear, it seems that the commenter is suggesting
that the improvement would need to be installed and LOS would need to be improved
to a LOS that meets the City's minimum standard. Such assertions and interpretations
are in conflict with State planning law. State planning law gives the local land use
authority to the incorporated city. Requiring a state highway system improvement to
be installed prior to approval of land use actions would prevent the City from further
development in this portion of this City. In effect, this would strip the City of Tulare of
its local land use authority and police power, instead giving the authority and police
power to the State (Caltrans).

For all intents and purposes, such an interpretation “of requiring the improvement to
be installed” would be detrimental to the Love's facility, which currently contributes to
a level of service deficiency on the SR 99 ramps. Under this interpretation, the City
would not be able to issue annual permits to operate the Love’s business because it
would be in conflict with the General Plan. This logic is not supported by the City. The
City does not desire to obstruct businesses that are generally consistent with the
General Plan, even if there are interim impacts that occur while the City pursues the
installation of infrastructure consistent with the General Plan. Unfortunately, the City
does not control all funding, design, and construction of infrastructure in the City (i.e.
state highway system), but City staff continues to work and cooperate with Caltrans on
behalf of the citizens and business owners in the City.

From a practical standpoint, the City recognizes that growth and development, and
infrastructure installation are not always aligned perfectly. The City understands that
interchange improvements are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans who would need to
approve the design and construction of improvements. The City of Tulare has, and will
continue to, work with the Caltrans to improve the transportation system to address
system-wide transportation impacts. We note that Caltrans is currently studying and
planning for interchange improvements, including a potential new interchange at SR
59 at Paige Avenue. Interchange improvements are a candidate project (included as a
Caltrans constrained project) within the Tulare County 2014 RTP. The candidate project
would incorporate major interchange improvements, including a widening of the
on/off ramp at this intersection. The candidate project is considered a Caltrans/IIP/RTIP
Measure R Interchange project. Caltrans is studying several alternatives, which includes
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alternative locations for an interchange. Ultimately, Caltrans will make the final

determination on the preferred alternative, which is not known at this time.

However, since the interchange and cumulative improvements may not be completed
prior to LOS deficiencies, the DEIR text concludes that there is a significant and
unavoidable impact. The DEIR also concludes that under the signal alternative, all study
intersections would operate at LOS D or better. However, only a portion of the
identified improvements are programmed for the near term. Thus, the finding of
significant and unavoidable was made, since improvement timing under cumulative
conditions is not guaranteed.

Monetheless, the City is requiring the applicant to pay its fair share of the interchange
and cumulative improvements. In effect, there is the potential for an interim impact
until such time that the improvements are actually installed. The interim impact is not
viewed as an inconsistency with the General Plan, because the City has done
everything practicable in its control to analyze and mitigate the impact to meet its

standard and the improvement is viewed as imminent with time.

Response A-15: The commenter states that the TIS and the EIR do not adequately analyze
transportation and circulation impacts from the Project due to “fi) the Project trip
generation estimate is based on irrelevant data that does not accurately reflect the
volume of traffic generated by the Project, [ii] the distribution of trips does not reflect
the fact that the Project would allow construction of a truck stop, (iii) the volume of
truck traffic is underestimated; and (iv) the LOS analysis does not comply with the
Transportation Research Board's Highway Capacity Manual as required by the City's
General Plan. As a result of these flaws, the TIS considerably understates on- and off-
ramp, intersection, and driveway impacts; and the EIR fails to reveal, and thus does not
consider, @ number of likely significant impacts from the Project.”

These comments are noted. The proposed project is very unique and actual driveway
counts is the most valid way to capture the expected trips to the project. Due to its
unique operational characteristics not reflected in any ITE land use categories, and with
the approval of Caltrans, Stantec conducted driveway counts at the Pilot Travel Center
in Patterson on Thursday, June 29, 2017. Driveway counts were conducted during 7
AM to 9 AM and 4 PM to 6 PM, respectively during the AM and PM peak hours.
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The Patterson site was chosen as it has
the same land use as the proposed
Tulare Flying J which is proposed to
include nine (9) diesel, 19 fueling
stations and a 2,730-sf Wendy's fast
food restaurant. The count was
conducted on June 29, 2017 which was
more than 6 months since it first opened
for business. This is more than adequate
time for the business to settle. A review
of the recent monthly revenues confirms
that the generated traffic on the day of
the count was normal.

While total trips at locations where a
land use is located could wvary, the
primary controlling trip generation

factor is the independent variable - in

this case fuel pumps and the unigue

Flying J Travel Center development. The
controlling factor for the peak hour trip generation rate for the site is primarily
dependent on number of fuel pumps and the unique services provided by Flying J
Travel Center.

At the Patterson Flying J site where counts were taken, trucks access the site through
two separate driveways located to the north of the site. Therefore, there is no
confusion as to which were the truck trips that were counted.

Trips generated at the two non-truck driveways were disaggregated for fuel stations
and fast-food based on Pilot Flying J Sales Data for each land use at several sites in the
Central Valley including Patterson, Madera, Bakersfield and Ripon, CA. It is noted that
the AM and PM peak hour rates based on the collected data were higher than the AM
and PM hour rates for Land Use 950 Truck Stop, ITE Trip Generation, 10™ Edition.

The Project Trip Distribution were based on the Tulare County Association of
Governments (TCAG) Travel Demand Model select zone run results, and comments on
the freeway truck percentages by Caltrans. The truck distribution percentages are in
line with available information.

It should be noted that the freeway truck percentages used in this study are higher
than the 50% freeway truck traffic that was used in Tulare Love's Truck Shop TIS (Omni
Means, 2007).
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The TIS and the EIR contains data that does accurately reflect the volume of traffic
generated by the Project, including the distribution of trips, the volume of truck traffic,
and the LOS analysis complies with the City's General Plan.

Response A-16: The commenter indicates that the freeway truck and intersection truck
percentage assumptions that are not accurate. The commenter states that the “TiS
assumes trucks constitute 20 percent of traffic on the freeway. Just south of the Project
site, though, Caltrans data shows significantly higher truck percentages, ranging from
22 percent to 27.61 percent. This difference is important because trucks perform
differently than passenger cars-they accelerate and decelerate at much lower rates;
they take up more space (length and width) in the lanes; and their turning movements
are very different from those of passenger cars. Because the TIS assumes a significantly
fow truck percentage, the study describes overly optimistic traffic operations.”" The
commenter also states: “the TIS assumes, that trucks comprise 14 percent of the traffic
on Paige Avenue, but that calculation is based on at least two errors. First, the 14
percent calculation does not include Federal Highway Administration’s ‘Class 5' heavy
vehicles, which are "heavy vehicles" and must be counted as trucks. When 'Class 5'
vehicles are included in the count, the percentage of trucks increases from 14 to 17
percent. The TIS analysis also assumes that approaches at the freeway ramps will
include 14 percent trucks, but the freeway mainline analysis assumes there will be 20
percent trucks on the freeway.” The commenter concludes that there is no reason to
believe that freeway on- and off-ramps would have less truck traffic than the freeway
itself.

In the Caltrans 2014 Truck Volumes database (latest available version at the time when
the study was conducted), there were two count locations near Paige Avenue
Interchange. The location closer to the Paige Avenue Interchange showed 20 percent

truck volumes and, therefore, they were selected for the report.

Class 5 has typically been placed with the single-unit trucks because the FHWA's
definition of the class indicates that it is primarily intended to contain small urban
delivery trucks ([such as single unit UPS trucks), rather than extra-large passenger

vehicles,

Freeways usually carry a large amount of regional truck trips. Therefore, it is incorrect
to assume that many of these regional truck trips would be reflected on all local ramps.

Rather the amount of trucks on local streets reflects local land use and traffic demands.

These comments are noted. The freeway truck and intersection truck percentage
assumptions that are used in the TIS are accurate. It should be noted that Caltrans,

with jurisdiction over the facility, did not disagree or comment on the fruck
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percentages. No new impacts, or substantial new information has been identified by

these comments. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Response A-17: The commenter states that the TIS incorrectly assumes that only 69 percent of
truck traffic and 50 percent of non-truck traffic at the site will be freeway oriented. The
commenter further states: “But data collected at six existing Love's Travel Stop &
Country Store locations indicates that over 87 percent of patrons are freeway travelers.
In Tulare, those patrons generally exit the freeway at Paige Avenue, stop at Love's to
meet their travel needs, then continue on the freeway in the same direction they were
going before they stopped ot Love's. Several other nearby traffic impact studies for
similar travel centers show that a much higher percentage (as high as 30 percent) of
Project-generated traffic is freeway oriented. Because of the understated freeway-
oriented traffic, the Project’s impacts on freeway on- and off-ramps are also severely
understated.” The commenter also states: “Of specific concern, this incorrect
assumption underestimates the potential impacts at the intersection of the SR 59
southbound off-ramp and Blackstone Street, which exhibits operational deficiencies
even without the addition of the Project. The lefi-turn movement from the 5R 39 off-
ramp onto southbound Blackstone Street is particularly concerning. Even under its
faulty analysis, the TIS shows that with the addition of the Project, delay will increase
from LOS C to LOS F during the a.m. peak hour and to LOSE during the p.m. peak hour.
{Exhibit A, Table 4, p. 10.) Under the cumulative scenario, LOS will degrade to F during
both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. In addition to violating the General Plan, this
odditional delay will potentially couse traffic to back up onto the SR 39 mainline,
causing additional significant impacts. Without an adequate traffic study, it is
impassible to understand the true severity of these potentially significant impacts.”

The Project Trip Distribution was based on the Tulare County Association of
Governments (TCAG) Travel Demand Model select zone run results, and further
adjusted by comments on the freeway truck percentages provided by Caltrans. Also, it
is noted that the freeway truck percentages used in this study are higher than the 50%
freeway truck traffic that was used in Tulare Love's Truck Shop TIS (Omni Means, 2007).

The trip distribution assumptions that are used in the TIS are accurate.

Additionally, with installation of the proposed signal at the SB-Off Ramp as part of the
Opening Day improvements (see Attachment A-24 response A-24), the intersection will
operate at LOS D or better. As shown in Aftachment A-24, the Caltrans
approved Opening Day improvements at the SB-Off Ramp includes restriping to
lengthen the left and right-turn lanes including restriping to provide two receiving
southbound through lanes on Blackstone Street (one through and one shared right
and through lane). The overall intersection operations would be improved
substantially compared to the existing Stop Control intersection.
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Response A-18: The commenter states: “the City's General Plan requires the City maintain LOS
D as defined in the Highway Capacity Manual. The Highway Capacity Manual explains
that, with respect to unsignalized (stop-sign controlled) intersections, LOS must be
determined for each minor-street movement (as well as major-street left turns), and
not defined for the intersection as a whole or for major-street approaches. The TIS,
though, incorrectly considers approach delays rather than movement delays to
determine LOS at the unsignalized intersections. Griffin Cove applied the appropriate
criteria to the data in the TI5, as required by the Highway Capacity Manual and the
General Plan, and compared its findings to the conclusions in the TIS based on the
incorrect methodology. Because of the application of the incorrect methodology, Griffin
Cove determined, the TIS underestimates LOS at cerfain intersections. For example, the
EIR indicates that the intersection of northbound SR 39 and Paige Avenue currently
operates at LOS C during peak hours, but the TIS indicates that the critical movement at
this intersection operates at LOS D, and the average delay is 12 to 15 seconds per
vehicle greater than what is identified in the EIR. Under existing plus Project conditions,
the EIR reports that the TIS, incorrectly considers approach delays rather than
movement delays to determine LOS at the unsignalized intersections.”

The City does maintain Level of Service (LOS) D as the minimum desirable service level
at which freeways, arterial streets, collector streets and their intersections should
operate. This is the City’s General Plan standard, the standard that is used in analyzing
traffic conditions, and the standard to which mitigation is developed. The traffic
analysis utilized this standard, and mitigation was incorporated whereby the applicant
would be required to install improvements to maintain the standard and pay its fair
share of regional traffic improvements to maintain this minimum standard. The
analysis and mitigation measures from the DEIR are consistent with the General Plan
standard. The project is mitigated to this standard.

The Highway Capacity Manual provides procedures for calculating LOS on the minor
street approaches and individual movements. It does not specify how a City must
utilize that information. The levels of service were reported for the weighted average
of delays for all the minor approach movements and the major approach left-turn
movements, per the HCM 2010 methodology. This is documented in Chapter 20, Page
20-31 of the Highway Capacity Manual, 6th Edition, which states: “The control delay for
all vehicles on a particular approach can be computed as the weighted average of the
control delay estimates for each movement on the approach.”

Intersection of northbound SR 99 and Paige Avenue: under Existing plus Project
scenario with Stop Control, the study correctly reports that the intersection would
operate at LOS E and LOS F, respectively during the AM and PM peak hour. The LOS A

that the commenter identified as “potential General Plan violation” was reported for
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the mitigated signalized condition during the AM peak hour. The intersection operates

at LOS B during the PM peak hour for the mitigated scenario.

These comments are noted. No new impacts, or substantial new information has been
identified by these comments. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Response A-19: The commenter states that the TIS contains a freeway merge/diverge analysis
for direct impacts from the Project, but does not include such an analysis for
cumulative conditions.

Page 4.0-26 Table 4.0-10 of the DEIR show that compared to the 20-Year Cumulative
Mo Project condition, the northbound freeway segments would deteriorate at an
unacceptable LOS E condition to LOS F during the PM peak hour. The merge and
divergence of traffic on a freeway facility is a component of the overall operations of
the freeway facility. An analysis of the merge/diverge of traffic under the cumulative
scenario shows that additional delay due to the proposed project traffic is
approximately 1.8 percent and 2.7 percent respectively during the AM and PM peak
hour with no change in LOS. Nevertheless, the merge/diverge operations would
improve with improvements to the freeway facility, including signalization,
optimization, andfor interchange improvements. As stated in DEIR Impact 4.17
cumulatively levels of service on 5R-99 Highway Facilities were identified in the DEIR to
be a cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable. The City is requiring
the payment of a fair share fee, for cumulative impacts. Fair share payments are
intended to mitigate for a project's cumulative impacts. (See, e.g., CEQA Guidelines,§
15130, subd. (a)(3).

These comments are noted. No new impacts, or substantial new information has been
identified by these comments. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Response A-20: The commenter states: “An EIR is required to consider the cumulative impacts
of a project, defined as "two or more individual effects which, when considered
together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts." (CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15130, 15355.) "It is vitally important that an EIR avoid
minimizing the cumulative impacts. Rather, [the EIR] must reflect a conscientious effort
to provide public agencies and the general public with adequate and relevant detailed
information about them." (Citizens to Preserve the Ojai v. County of Ventura (1985) 176
Cal App.3d 421, 431.) The cumulative analysis in the TI5S and the EIR include a number
of flows that render the analysis inodequate.” The commenter further states: “The
cumulative analysis considers three possible future scenarios: [ 1) existing traffic
control, which includes stop-sign controlled intersections; (2] traffic signal controls at all
study intersections and reconfiguration of the SR 99/Paige Avenue interchange; and (3)
reconstruction of several study intersections as roundabouts. (Exhibit A at p. 14.) There
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appears to be no funding available for scenarios {2) or (3), which leaves scenario (1) as
the only reasonably foreseeable scenario. From what we can tell, the City lacks any
substantial evidence to support the optimistic assumption that the future
improvements called for in scenarios (2) and (3) will actually be built within a
reasonably foreseeable relevant time frame. The TIS and the EIR show that, under
scenario (1), all intersections but one will operate at LOS F during a.m. and p.m. peak
hours. Essentially, the entire system will break down. The EIR, though, does not disclose
that this is the only likely scenario, preferring to hold out hope [though without support)
for the notion that Caltrans or other transportation improvement funders will make
major investments in the interchange. Nor does the proposed mitigation adequately
address the most realistic scenario of complete breakdown.”

The Cumulative scenario was conducted with land use included in the Tulare County
Association of Governments (TCAG) Travel Demand Model and future roadway
network provided by Caltrans. Both land use and roadway assumptions are based on
approved sources for EIR analysis. This is standard practice. The cumulative
assumptions used in the TIS are accurate.

Response A-21: The commenter states that the Draft EIR shows that (under cumulative
conditions) northbound a.m. peak-hour volumes are roughly equal to southbound pm
peak-hour volumes, as would be expected. The commenter then states that the
analysis shows the northbound p.m. peak-hour volumes are 50 to 70 percent higher
than the southbound a.m. peak-hour volumes. The commenter indicates that this
result is not logical, nor does it represent a typical directional travel pattern, and
therefore it must be reconsidered in a revised and recirculated TIA and Transportation

and Circulation chapter.

Working closely with the City of Tulare and Caltrans staff it was agreed to use the
cumulative volumes based on the recently completed and approved Final State Route
99/Paige Avenue Traffic Operations Report, which was used in Support of the
Intersection Control Evaluation (ICE) Process (Omni Means, 2015). The freeway
traffic volumes used in the analysis are based on the report approved by Caltrans.

The cumulative volumes in the report were based on TCAG model with its approved
land use and trip assignment methodology. Typically, the predominant peak hour
flow of traffic volumes tends to behave as a reverse during peak commute hours.
However, there are other factors which could make the traffic flow trends during
commute hours not atypical. For example, due to peak spreading during the AM
commute peak hour, the expected reverse P commute peak hour volumes would be
expected to be higher than the AM commute peak hour (due to peak spreading).
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Caltrans instructed that the future freeway volumes be based on the report Final State
Route 99/Paige |/C Traffic Operations Report (Omni Means, 2015) which was approved
by the agency.

These comments are noted. No new impacts, or substantial new information has been
identified by these comments. No changes to the Draft EIR are required.

Response A-22: The commenter states that Driveway Traffic Volumes are unaccounted for in
the p.m. peak hour. According to the Project trip generation estimate, 190 inbound
trips were projected but only 173 trips are shown in Figure 5 of the TIS.

As described in the DEIR, Table 3.12-6 "Proposed Project Trip Generation™ (pg. 3.12-8
of the DEIR) provides the correct number of trips.

These comments warrant revisions/additions to clarify TIS Figure 5 included in
Appendix F of the DEIR. Revisions include an update Figure 5 (pg. 20 of the TIS):

Figure 5 of the TI5 has been corrected for this typo.

This revision is included to correct a typographical error and does not involve any new
significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require recirculation of
the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Section 3.0 Errata presents
all text changes warranted by comments, including this text amendment.

Response A-23: The commenter states that the TIS shows that under cumulative scenario 3
(the "roundabout alternative"), the northbound approach at the intersection of
Blackstone Street and Paige Avenue would degrade from LOS C to LOS F during the
p.m. peak hour. In addition, queueing on Blackstone Street would extend 1,253 feet,
which would reach beyond the southern property line of Love's Travel Stop on the east
side of the street and would block access to the Love's facility. In addition, the
commenter states the TIS and EIR do not include analysis of the effects of the delay and
gueueing on Blackstone Street on operation of either the Project's or Love's driveways.

Intersection of Blackstone St/Paige Ave
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PROPOSED TWO—LANE
STRUTURE FLYOVER FOR
i-ﬁ;luﬂ-—l MOVEMENTS

FUTURE R/W

[BLACKSTONE a';_-J

Roundabout delay: The unusually long queuing shown for the northbound approach
was an error as queues on other approaches were reasonably acceptable. Mote there
is a two-lane structure flyover for east-west through movements. An updated
roundabout analysis has been completed that showed queuing on the northbound
approach to be less than 200 feet as shown in the Attachment A23i, which is
significantly lower then what was stated for the queuing.

Intersection of Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue: For the Cumulative plus Project
Scenario (Signal Alternative), an outdated calculation sheet that showed LOS E for the
intersection of Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue was inadvertently included in
Attachment F of the TIS. Intersection volumes were from an outdated alternative with
signal timing that was not optimized, which was inadvertently left in the Appendix.
Updated information that showed intersection to operate at LOS D is shown in
Attachment A23.

These comments warrant revisions/additions to clarify DEIR Appendix F {TIS) Synchro 9

Report worksheet and TIS Table 25..

Revisions include and updated Blackstone 5t & Paige Ave 2036 Plus Project PM Peak
Hour Signal Synchro 8 Report (DEIR Appendix F, Page 6 of TIS Appendix B) (Attachment
A23), and an updated TIS Table 25: 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Intersections LOS
(Roundabout Alternative) (T1S pg. 49) (Attachment A23i).

This change does not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new
information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CECA
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Guidelines Section 15088.5. Section 3.0 Errata presents all text changes warranted by

comments, including this text amendment.

Response A-24: The commenter states that the proposed mitigation does not adequately
mitigate for significant impacts from the Project (the comment reprints Mitigation
Measure 3.12-1 Draft EIR, p. 3.12-16). The commenter indicates that the mitigation
measure does not provide performance and timing standards. The commenter also
notes that the City's General Plan requires LOS D through Policy TR-P2.3. Additionally,
the commenter states that the Southbound intersection is improperly named in the TIS
and DEIR.

As stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-15 through 3.12-16 the following intersections would
operate at unacceptable LOS under existing Plus Project Conditions: Laspina
Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 SB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue (renamed as Blackstone Street),
SR 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue. Additionally,
as stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-15 through 3.12-16 the above four intersections would
operate at acceptable LOS if signalized.

The City of Tulare is committed to improving the transportation system to address
transportation impacts. Cities may impose conditions on development so long as the
conditions are reasonable and there exists a sufficient nexus between the conditions
imposed and the projected burden of the proposed development. Further, cities must
prove that such conditions have a "rough proportionality” to the development's
impact. The City of Tulare standard for traffic impact fees (as required by Dolan v. City
of Tigard “rough proportionality”) requires developers to pay its fair share of the traffic
impacts.

This fair share concept represents a commonly accepted technique for individual
development to bear its fair share of impacts. While the applicants can contribute
fees, they are generally unable to undertake offsite roadway improvements unilaterally
due to cost and property ownership issues. The City has held the Flying J Project to this
standard. As stated in DEIR pg. 3.12-16, the project would be required o contribute its
fair share of funding towards the construction of improvements, which when
completed would reduce impacts to study intersections to acceptable LOS. Without the
guarantee of intersection signalization to reduce impacts to LOS to acceptable levels
this impact would remain significant as stated in Impact 3.12-1 impact conclusion of
Significant and Unavoidable (DEIR pg. 3.12-16).

However, the City recognizes that transportation improvements that are over and
abowve the project’s fair share contribution are needed to improve circulation within the
project area. Therefore, the City included Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 to identify and
fund needed improvements consistent with Municipal Code Chapter 8.56:
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(Development Impact Mitigation Fees), and Chapter 8.64 (Oversized Construction
Reimbursement). Specific Details related to the required improvements that are above
and beyond fair share require the City and Developer to enter into a Development
Agreement, which at the time of the preparation of the DEIR was unresolved. The City
recognizes needed improvements and has been working with the applicant to

incorporate needed circulation improvements.

Opening Day Improvements: The following would be fully improved as Opening Day
Improvements: Installation of interconnected traffic signals at the affected
intersections of Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 SB off-ramp/ Blackstone 5t., SR 99
MB off-ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue. City staff and project
engineers have been working closely with Caltrans and approved conceptual
intersection improvement plans are included in the Attachment A24,

With the improvements, all study intersections will operate at LOS D or better.

See Response A-14 for comments related to Tulare General Plan Policy TR-P2.3
consistency findings.

The intersection of SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone 5t. (Intersection 6) was incorrectly
named in Mitigation Measure 3.12-1, and portions of DEIR Sections 3.12-1, and 4.0 as
“SR 99 SB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue” but is correctly shown in DEIR Figures.

These comments warrant revisions/additions to clarify and amplify text and Mitigation
Measure 3.12-1 presented on DEIR pages ES-20, and 3.12-16 of the DEIR. Revisions
from Pages ES-20 and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

Through intersection improvements at Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 5B Off-
Ramp/Raige Blackstone Avenus Street, SR 99 MNB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and

Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue, all intersections would operate at acceptable levels.

The following mitigation measure would reguire improvements to ensure acceptable

LOS as opening day improvements, and all intersections would operate at acceptable

levels. fee
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ret-be-completed simuhareeusy—with-reed Therefore, this impact is considered less
than significant significant and unravoidable.

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Prierioissuanceof oy pormitfor constructenof Prajest

Prior to the operational phase, the Project proponent shall enter into a development

agreement to ensure the installation of traffic signals and improvements at the
affected intersections of Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone
Street, SR 99 NB Off-Ramp/Faige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue are

provided as opening day improvements. All improvements are to be in accordance with

the City of Tulare Improvement Standards. and sufficient to reduce LOS at affected

intersections to acceptable levels (LOS D or better).

Opening day concepts are provided in Attachment A24. This text change does not
involve any new significant impacts or “significant new information” that would require
recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CECA Guidelines Section 15088.5. Section 3.0
Errata presents all text changes warranted by comments, including this text

amendment.

Additionally, these comments warrant revisions to clarify intersection naming for the
Southbound SR-39 Intersection.

Revisions from DEIR Pages: ES-20 (Updated In Revised Mitigation Measure 3.12-1),
3.12-5 (Revised In Text), 3.12-6 (Revised In Table 3.12-4: Existing Conditions —
Intersection Operations), 3.12-14 (Revised In Text), 3.12-15 (Revised In Text), 3.12-16
(Updated In Revised Mitigation Measure 3.12-1), 4.0-19 (Revised In Text).
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SR 99 5B off-ramp/ Raige Avenue Blackstone Street

Revisions from DEIR Pages: 3.12-13 (Rewvised In Table 3.12-7: Existing Plus Project
Intersection Conditions), 4.0-18 (Revised In Table 4.0-3: 20-Year Cumulative No Project
Intersections Los), 4.0-19 (Revised In Table 4.0-4: 20-Year Cumulative Mo Project
Intersections Los (Signals Alternative)), 4.0-21 (Revised In Table 4.0-5: 20-Year
Cumulative Mo Project Intersections Los (Roundabout Alternative)), 4.0-22 (Revised In
Table 4.0-7: 20-Year Cumulative Plus Project Intersections Los (Existing Traffic
Control}). 4.0-23 (Revised In Text), 4.0-24 (Revised In Table 4.0-8: 20-Year Cumulative
Plus Project Intersections Los (Signals Alternative)), 4.0-26 (Revised In Table 4.0-9: 20-

Year Cumulative Plus Project Intersections Los (Roundabout Alternative))

SR 99 5B Off-Ramp,/Paige#fve Blackstone Street

This text change does not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new
information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Section 3.0 Errata presents all text changes warranted by
comments, including these text amendments.

Response A-25: The commenter reprints Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 from pg. 4.0-27 of the DEIR
and states that because this mitigation measure does not require a fair share payment,
and there is no identified fee program that will mitigate for the Project's impacts, and
because Mitigation Measure 4.1-0 only requires monitoring and evaluation of traffic
after 10 years and 15 years, concludes that it is a very high likelihood that a traffic
signal will be warranted on the Project's opening day; but under Mitigation Measure
4.,1-0, the Project applicant could ignore those impacts for the first 10 years.

As stated in Impact 4-17 on pg. 4.0-27 of the DEIR, due to the fact that signalization of
all intersections identified under the signalization alternative cannot be guaranteed
under the cumulative scenario, impacts related to this topic would be cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable. The City identifies that needed
improvements may not be completed before the need arises under cumulative
scenarios, therefore, the City has committed to a monitoring approach to ensure
impacts do not occur, or if they do occur, are remedied through a mitigating response
in accordance with an adaptive management strategy.

The City does not currently recommend a traffic signal at the project driveway on
Blackstone due to its close proximity to the intersection of Paige/Blackstone. The
project driveway volumes were estimated to operate acceptably for more than 10
years. However, as included below in the updated Mitigation Measure 4.0-1, the City
will add monitoring starting on the 1st year and every year when the intersection
operates at LOS D. If the traffic monitoring showed the driveway intersection operates
at worse than LOS D, a median would be added to make the project driveway to be
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right-in and right-out only. The new design would provide full access for the Love's

Travel driveway.

These comments warrant revisions/additions to clarify and amplify Mitigation Measure
4.0-1 presented on pages ES-24, and 4.0-27 of the DEIR. Revisions from Pages ES-24
and 4.0-27 of the Draft EIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.0-1: The project applicant shall pay its equitable share cost

toward all identified irtersectien improvements eensistertwithvitisatenMeasure
312-1 Additionally, the City shall monitor and evaluate traffic at the first-year, 5-Year,

10-year and 15-year time period_and every vear when the intersection operates at LOS

D, to determine if a signal would be required at the first driveway in order to ensure
that it operates at an acceptable LOS. If the results of the traffic monitoring show that
a signal warrant is met at that time, the Project Applicant shall be responsible for
funding the addition of a median and the modification of the intersection into a right-in
and right-out only driveway. All future improvements shall ensure adequate access to

neighbaring facilities.

These comments also warrant revisions/additions to reflect in text discussion related
the updated Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 language. Revisions from Pages 4.0-24 and 4.0-
27 of the Draft EIR:

Revisions from Page 4.0-24:

Therefore, it is recommended that traffic should be monitored and evaluated at the

first-year, 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year time period__and every year when the

intersection operates at LOS D. If the results of the traffic monitoring showed that a

signal warrant is met at that time, 2 median would be added and the intersection
would be modified into a right-in and right-out only driveway.

Revisions from Page 4.0-27:

Therefore, it is recommended that traffic should be monitored and evaluated at the

first-year, 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year time period, and every year when the

intersection operates at LOS D. If signal warrants are met at that time, a median would

be added and the intersection would be modified into a right-in and right-out only
driveway. It is estimated that project equitable share of traffic is approximately 44
percent at this driveway and the project proponent would contribute an equitable

share of all identified improvements.

This text change does not involve any new significant impacts or “significant new
information” that would require recirculation of the Draft EIR pursuant to CEQA
Guidelines Section 15088.5. Section 3.0 Errata presents all text changes warranted by

comments, including this text amendment.
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Response A-26: The commenter requests that the City recirculate a revised TIA and
Transportation and Circulation chapter before considering taking action to approve the
Project, due to significant new information and new substantial impacts identified. The
commenter also provides a summary statement to the comment letter stating, the
current TIS and the Draft EIR are inadequate under CEQA, and approval of the Project
based on the current record would violate the City's General Plan, and urges the City
not to approve the Project or to certify the EIR until the serious problems identified
above are addressed in a new TIS and Transportation and Circulation chapter and the
documents are recirculated for additional public comment. The commenter also
request, via Public Resources Code section 21092.2, subdivision (a), and the California
Public Records Act (Gov. Code, § 6250 et seq.), that the City provide notice of any

documents prepared, or actions to be taken on the Project.

These comments are noted. The City has taken the appropriate steps in preparing an
adequate TIS that analyzes the proposed project to the City's standards. The City has
also engaged Caltrans and TCAG to ensure that the modeling assumptions were
adequate. The City does maintain Level of Service (LOS) D as the minimum desirable
service level at which freeways, arterial streets, collector streets and their intersections
should operate. This is the City's General Plan standard, the standard that is used in
analyzing traffic conditions, and the standard to which mitigation is developed. The
traffic analysis utilized this standard, and mitigation was incorporated whereby the
applicant would be required to install improvements to maintain the standard and pay
its fair share of regional traffic improvements to maintain this minimum standard. The
analysis and mitigation measures from the DEIR are consistent with the General Plan
standard. The project is mitigated to this standard.

First, there is no conflict with the General Plan because the City is requiring installation
of local improvements to meet the City's LOS minimum standard and the payment of
fair share funds that pay for cumulative impacts, and the regional improvements under
design by Caltrans. This means that the project is mitigating to the City's standard. This
is consistent with what the City has the ability to feasibly do within its jurisdiction. As
stated earlier, requiring a state highway system improvement to be installed prior to
approval of land use actions would prevent the City from further development in this
portion of this City. In effect, this would strip the City of Tulare of its local land use
authority and police power, instead giving the authority and police power to the 5tate
(Caltrans).

For all intents and purposes, such an interpretation “of requiring the improvement to

A

be installed” would be detrimental to the Lowe's facility also, which currently
contributes to a level of service deficiency on the SR 99 ramps. Under this

interpretation, the City would not be able to issue annual permits to operate the Love's
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business because it would be in conflict with the General Plan. This logic is not
supported by the City. The City does not desire to obstruct businesses that are
generally consistent with the General Plan, even if there are interim impacts that occur
while the City pursues the installation of infrastructure consistent with the General
Flan. Unfortunately, the City does not control all funding, design, and construction of
infrastructure in the City (i.e. state highway system), but City staff continues to work
and cooperate with Caltrans on behalf of the citizens and business owners in the City.

From a practical standpoint, the City recognizes that growth and development, and
infrastructure installation are not always aligned perfectly. The City understands that
interchange improvements are under the jurisdiction of Caltrans who would need to
approve the design and construction of improvements. The City of Tulare has, and will
continue to, work with the Caltrans to improve the transportation system to address
system-wide transportation impacts. We note that Caltrans is currently considering a
new interchange on SR 99 at Paige Avenue. Additionally, the Tulare County 2014 RTP
includes major interchange improvements, including a widening of the on/off ramp and
the bridge structure at this intersection. The candidate project is considered a
Caltrans/IIP/RTIP Measure R Interchange project. Caltrans is considering several
alternatives, which include alternative locations for an interchange. Ultimately,
Caltrans will make the final determination on the preferred alternative, which is not
known at this time. Because the interchange improvements are outside the jurisdiction
of the City and the timing of all identified improvements is unknown, the DEIR text
concludes that there is a significant and unavoidable impact. The City is requiring the
applicant to pay its fair share of the cumulative interchange and intersection
improvements, but installation of the interchange improvements by the City on its own
or the applicant in not possible given that it is under the jurisdiction of Caltrans. In
effect, there is the potential for an interim impact until such time that the
improvements are actually installed. The interim impact is not viewed as an
inconsistency with the General Plan, because the City has done everything practicable
in its control to analyze and mitigate the impact to meet its desirable standard and the
improvement is viewed as imminent with time. All necessary local improvements
required to maintain an acceptable LOS under existing plus project conditions within
the City's jurisdiction would be installed as part of this project as opening day
improvements, and the project applicant would be required to pay its fair share for
cumulative level improvements, meaning all feasible mitigation measures will be

implemented.
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Attachment A23
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Tulare Pilot Travel Center TIA

2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour_Signal

5: Blackstone St & Paige Ave 06/29/2018
T T U B I I 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations o 1 O S, S . S S . O AN . T N
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 94 929 86 707 646 181 118 216 874 276 131 90
Future Volume (veh/h) 94 929 86 707 646 181 118 216 579 276 131 90
Mumber ¥ 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial G (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 097 1.00 099 100 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/n 1652 1652 1652 16562 16562 1652 1652 1652 1662 16582 1652 1652
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 104 1032 96 813 743 208 131 240 643 307 146 100
Ad] No. of Lanes 1 4 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 087 087 087 09 0% 08 080 09 090
Percent Heavy Veh, % 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Cap, veh/h 129 1233 299 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
Amive On Green 008 022 022 037 060 060 008 024 024 008 024 024
Sat Flow, vehih 1573 6683 1377 3063 4510 1365 1573 1652 2466 3063 1652 1396
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 104 1032 96 813 743 208 131 240 643 307 146 100
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/M/n 1673 1421 1377 1826 1503 1366 1573 1652 1228 1526 1652 1396
Q Serve(g_s), s 49 132 4.5 17.0 6.9 6.2 6.0 98 144 6.0 56 44
Cycle Q Clear{g_c), 5 49 13.2 4.5 17.0 6.9 6.2 6.0 98 144 6.0 b6 44
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Lane Grp Capi(c), veh/h 129 1233 299 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
VIC Ratio(X) 0.81 084 032 119 046 042 106 060 0856 127 036 029
Avall Cap(c_a), veh/h 228 121N 308 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 167 16F 167 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 100 081 0.81 0.81 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), sfveh 43 285 251 238 M2 10 30 %4 146 3I_0O 238 234
Incr Delay (d2), sfveh 11.1 50 0.6 97.6 0.2 05 961 6.4 20 1515 25 22
Initial @ Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfC(50%).veh/In 25 56 1.7 16.3 28 23 59 52 5.2 ] 28 19
LnGrp Delay(d) s/veh 464 334 27 1214 N3 11s 1314 M8 166 1865 264 256
LnGrp LOS D C C F B B F C B = c C
Approach Vaol, veh'h 1232 1764 1014 553
Approach Delay, sfveh 338 621 35.0 115.1
Approach LOS C E D F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 (1] Fi 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 f 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), 5 100 235 210 215 100 235 102 323
Change Period (Y+Rc), 5 40 5.0 40 5.0 40 5.0 40 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 6.0 180 170 17.0 60 180 1o 230
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 8.0 164 150 15.2 8.0 76 6.9 849
Green Ext Time {p_c), 5 0.0 08 0.0 1.2 0.0 08 01 5.2
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 54.9
HCM 2010 LOS D
HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 9 Report

Stantec

Page 1
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Table 25: 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Intersections LOS (Roundabout Alternative)

20-Year Cumulatfive Plus Project Condifions (2040 Geometrics)

D Intersection s o
V/C Ratio | Delay (sec) |LOS ﬁg‘u':s:fﬁ'e V/C Ratio | Delay (sec) |LOS “g’u';i':?ﬁ'e
3 Laspinag Sfreet/Paige Ave. 0.492 £.3 A 177.8 0.445 9.8 A 142.3
HMorthbound 0.155 8.2 A 17.0 0.504 1% B 739
\Westoound 0.692 87 A 177 8 0.622 107 B 142.3
Southbound 0.371 10.5 B 608 0.331 9.8 A 434
Eastbound 0.359 6.4 A 50.0 0.645 B.0 A 121.4
4 |57 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Ave. 0,660 9.2 A 215.1 0.779 10.2 B 186.1
Morthbound 0.521 14.6 B 86.4 0779 17.3 B 154.8
\estoound 0.669 9.7 A 215.1 0.503 8.3 A 116.8
Eastoound 0.515 7.0 A 17.0 0.641 8.4 A 185.1
5 |slockstone StreetiPaige Ave. 0.692 12.7 B 238.3 0.897 17.7 B 4704
Morthbound 0_644 10.8 B 120.9 0.748 9.8 A 176.3
\Westoound 0.692 130 B 238.3 0.897 240 c 420.4
Southbeund 0.675 12.3 B 215.4 0.753 17.4 B 280, 1
Eastbound 0.559 167 B 888 0.703 749 £ 155.7
& |57 99 5B Off-Romp/Paige Ave. 0.497 10.0 B 117.2 0.475 9.4 A 108.3
Morthbound 0.429 5.3 A 977 0442 48 A 106.0
Southbeund 0.497 14.1 B 117.2 0.475 153 B 108.3
Eastbound 0.465 107 B 75.4 0.387 9.9 A 57.4
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STATE OF CALIFOSMIA=C ALIFOSNIA STATE TEANSPOSTa TION AGENCY ML G (RCIW T Cipenrns
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

HETRICT &

1352 WEST OLIVE AVENUE

PO BOX 12616

FRESNO, CA 937782616
FHOMNE (559) 448-7396

FAN ($3%) 4880084
TTY 711
wiw.doLoa gov
June 18, 2018
6-TUL-99.-27.56
2135-1GR/CEQA
DEIR - MAY 2018
PILOT FLYING *J* TRAVEL CENTER (6)
SCH w 2016021028
Ms. Traci Myers
Deputy Director

City of Tulare - Community Development Dept.
411 E. Kem Avenue
Tulare, CA 93274

Doear Ms, Myers:

Caltrans has completed review of the Draft Environmental Impact Study (DEIR) for the
proposed Pilot Flying *J" Travel Center. The project proposes to develop 13.63 acres of the
36.27-ncre parcel with a 14,967 square-foot convenience store & driver's lounge which includes
shower facilities, retail space and 2 quick service restaurants with a drive-thru lane, 10 gas
pumps (20 dispensers), 9 diesel fueling lanes, 137 truck parking spaces, 93 vehicle parking
spaces and a 100-foot tall illuminated sign. The project is located at the southwest comer of
Paige Avenue and Blackstone Street, approximately 700 feet west of the State Route (SR) 99 and
Paige Avenue interchange.

The mission of Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation
system to enhance California’s economy and livability. The Local Development
«Intergovernmental Review (LD-1GR) Program reviews land use projects and plans through the
lenses of our mission and state planning priorities of infill, conservation, and travel-efficient
development. To ensure a safe and efficient transportation system, we encourage early
consultation and coordination with local jurisdictions and project proponents on all development
projects that utilize the multimodal transportation network.

Caltrans provides the following comments consistent with the State’s smart mobility goals that
support a vibrant economy and sustainable communities:

1. Alternative transportation policies should be applied to the development.  An assessment of
multi-modal facilities should be conducted. This assessment should be used to develop an
integrated multi-modal transportation system to serve and help alleviate traffic congestion
caused by the project and related development in this area of the City. The assessment B-2
should include the following:

a. Pedestnan walkways should link this proposal to an internal project anea walkway, transit
facilities, as well a5 other walkways in the surmounding area.
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b. The project should consider bicyeles a8 an alternative mode of transportation and offer
internal amenities to encourage bicycle use which should include parking, security,
lockers and showers.) However, internal bicyele paths should be coordinated with local
and regional pathways to further encourage the use of bicyeles for commuter and
recreational purposes.

¢. Iftransitis not available within '4-mile of the site, transit should be extended o provide
services to what will be a high activity center.

. DEIR Section 3.12.6: Transportation ard Circulation - Impacts and Mitigation Measures:
|mpact 3.12-2, Caltrans does mos concur with the conclusion that the proposed Project
impacts to freeway facilities would be less than sigrificant. As indicated in the
Transportation Impact Study (T1S) completed for the DEIR, both SR 99 off-ramps at the
Paige Avenue Imerchange are currently operating at LOS C dunng the peak hours.
However, with the proposed project they would operate at LOS F and the freeway off-ramps
would experience significant delay.

. DEIR Section 3.12.6: Transportation and Circulation - Impacts and Mitigation Measures:
|mpact 3.12-6, Caltrans does noé comcur with the conclusion that the proposed Project
impacts to substartially increase hazands due o design featires, or limit emergency access
would be less than significant. Dee to high traffic volumes and the close spacing between
the first proposed driveway on Blackstore Avenue and the Paige/Blackstone intersection,
Caltrans recommends that an exclusive right-tum lane should be provided for that driveway.
Secondly, Caltrans recommends that a raised median should be constructed on Paige Avenue
along the project’s frontage to ensure only nght-in and right-out access for the project
driveway on Paige Avenue,

. DEIR Section 4.1: Cumulative Setting and Impact Analysis: lmpact 4.17 “Under cumulative
conditions, project implementation would exacerbate levels of service &t local intersections or
exacerbate cumulatively levels of service on SR-99 Highway Facilities”™. The DEIR should
discuss the financing plan for the equitable share towand improvements identified in the
Traffic Impact Study section 9.0 “20- year cumulative plus project conditions™,

. Caltrans currently has a project that is studying four (4) build allematives to provide a new
SR 99 interchange between Paige Avenve and Avenue 200. One of the alternatives proposes
to reconstruct the existing Paige Avenue Interchange. For this altemative, the intersections at
Paige/Blackstone & Paige/Laspina will be reconstrocted to accommodate additional tum &
through lanes on Paige Avenve, Blackstone Street, and Laspina Street. For this alternative,
the widening near the Faige/Blackstone intersection will impact the proposed site plan.
Blackstore Street wall be widened/realigned 1o acoommaodate forecasted traffic volume. To
accommodate the improvements for the Paige Avenue Interchange Alternative, Caltrans
recommends:
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Ms. Traci Myers — DEIR: Pilot Flying J Travel Center
June 18, 2018
Page 3 of 3

2. Aminimum 50" setback distance for any structure from the existing edge of pavement is

needed along Paige Avenue.
b. A minimum 20" setback distance for any structure from the existing back of the curb is
needed along Blackstone Street. E&1

e. A minimum 45" sethack distance for any structure from the existing curb ramp at the
southwest comer of the Paige Avenue / Blackstone Street intersection is noeded.

If you have any other questions, please call me at (559) 4588-7396.

Sincerely,

==

DAVID DEEL
Associate Transportation Planner
Transportation Planning — Morth

Copy via email: Brandon Parks - Pilot Flying J
Michael Miller - City of Tulare

“Frovaira g il miegrased oed Sficre” ol hilee
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Response to Comment B: David DeelCalifornia Department of
Transportation (Caltrans)

Response B-1: The commenter provides an introduction to the comment letter, stating that
the department has had the opportunity to review and comment on the Flying J Travel

Center, and further states the departments’ missions.
This is an introductory statement and does not require a response.

Response B-2: The commenter encourages alternative transportation policies to be
incorporated into the proposed development, and that there should be a multi-modal
facilities assessment conducted. The commenter notes that the assessment should
include: pedestrian walkways linking to an internal project area, transit facilities, as
well as other walkways in the surrounding area. The commenter indicates that the
project should consider bicycle as an alternative mode of transportation and offer
internal amenities to encourage bicycle use which should include parking, security,
lockers, and showers. The commenter states that if transit services are not available
within 3 mile of the site services should be extended to the site as it will be a high
activity center.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1 (included on DEIR pg. 3.6-21, as updated in MMRP page 4.0-8
) is presented below:

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1: Ensure that the pedestrian network within the proposed
Project site connects to offsite pedestrian networks_in _order to _make pedestrian

circulation viable within, to_and from the project site and reduce the need to travel by

vehicle, helping to reduce emissions and GHG. Project frontage improvements shall be

included to ensure the Project is consistent with citywide street design standards and
planned nearby circulation improvements. This mitigation shall occur during Project
construction activities.

This measure ensures that the pedestrian network within the Project site connects to
offsite pedestrian networks. It also requires project frontage improvements to be
included to ensure the Project is consistent with citywide street design standards and
planned nearby circulation improvements. Currently the existing street network in the
project area has pedestrian network gaps, and through implementation of the
proposed Project, street frontage improvements that provide pedestrian amenities
would be installed.

Transit services are available within close proximity to the Project site; however, these
facilities are at a distance greater than ¥ mile (approximately 0.4 miles west of the
Project site). Due to the nature of the proposed Project it is not anticipated that this
project type would be a high activity center, except for highway travelers. Highway
travelers are anticipated to utilize the services as a rest stop along their travel path, not
a destination. The City has determined that a transit stop serving the project site would
not be warranted or desired at this time.
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The proposed project does include showers and changing facilities. It is noted that any
employees that travel to work via bicycle or pedestrian will have access to such
facilities. The shower and changing facilities are a core part of the project description.

Mo changes to the Draft EIR text are warranted by this comment.

Response B-3: The commenter refers to the Transportation Impact Study (TIS) completed for
the DEIR, and states that both SR 99 off-ramps at the Paige Avenue Interchange are
currently operating at LOS C during the peak hours. The commenter then notes that
the proposed project would cause them to operate at LOS F and the freeway off-ramps
would experience significant delay. The commenter states that they do not concur with
the conclusion that the impact would be less than significant under Impact 3.12-2.

This comment warrants some clarification in the DEIR text. The intent of the DEIR
analysis was to divide freeway intersection and segment analysis into two different
impact topics. The DEIR Impact 3.12-2 (pg.3.12-17), describes that under Existing
conditions all freeway study segments operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during
both the AM and PM peak hour. Furthermore, under Existing Plus Project, Existing plus
Approved Projects, and Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project Freeway Segment
LOS conditions, all freeway merging and diverging would operate at an acceptable LOS
D or better during both the AM and PM peak periods.

Intersection operations, including freeway ramp intersections are identified and
disclosed under Impact 3.12-1 (DEIR pg. 3.12-15 through 3.12-16). As stated in Impact
3.12-1, both of the SR 99 unsignalized off-ramps would operate at unacceptable LOS
during the peak hours. The DEIR notes that these intersections would operate at LOS B
or better if it were signalized. The conclusion under 3.12-1 is aligned with the
commenter's comment that the impacts to the SR 99 ramp intersections is significant
and in need of mitigation. Mitigation Measure 3.12-1 (as shown in the MMRP FEIR Page
4.0-13) addresses the impact as follows:

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Prior to iscuance of any permit for construction of Projact
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Prior to the operational phase, the Project proponent shall enter into a development

agreement to ensure the installation of traffic signals and improvements at the affected
intersections of Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, 5R 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street, SR 99

MB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue are provided as opening

day improvements. All improvements are to be in accordance with the City of Tulare

Improvement Standards, and sufficient to reduce LOS at affected intersections to

acceptable levels (LOS D or better).

This comment warrants some clarifying text changes to Impact 3.12-2 to reflect that
the impact discussion refers only to freeway segments. The following changes were
made to pages 3.12-17 of Chapter 3.12 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.12-2: The proposed Project would not result in a significant impact
to freeway facilities (less than significant)

As described in the Transportation Impact Study Prepared for the proposed Project
(Appendix F), under Existing conditions all freeway study segments operate at an
acceptable LOS D or better during both the AM and PM peak hour. Furthermore, under
Existing Plus Project, Existing plus Approved Projects, and Existing plus Approved
Projects plus Project Freeway Segment LOS5 conditions, all freeway merging and
diverging would operate at an acceptable LOS D or better during both the AM and PM
peak periods. Accordingly, proposed Project impacts to freeway facilities would be less
than significant. (Note: Intersections are discussed under 3.12-1 above, including the
SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street, SR 93 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue.)

Mone of the revisions identify new significant environmental impacts, nor do any of the
revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR. The new information to the
Draft EIR is intended to merely clarify the analysis, which lead to the same conclusions
that were already provided in the Draft EIR.

Response B-4: The commenter states that Caltrans does not concur with the conclusion that
the proposed Project impacts to substantially increase hazards due to design features,
or limit emergency access would be less than significant. The commenter states that
due to high traffic volumes and the close spacing between the first proposed driveway
on Blackstone Avenue and the Paige/Blackstone intersection, Caltrans recommends
that an exclusive right-turn lane should be provided for that driveway. The commenter
then recommends that a raised median should be constructed on Paige Avenue along
the project's frontage to ensure only right-in and right-out access for the project
driveway on Paige A venue.
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The proposed 16-station fuel pumps are located in the middle of the project site.
Driveway access to the fuel pump stations is provided on E. Paige Avenue and
Blackstone Avenue. The proposed fueling stations are located some distance from
Blackstone Avenue and Paige Avenue and would not cause any queuing to overflow
onto those streets.

Access driveways are located on E. Paige Avenue and Blackstone Avenue. The driveway
on E. Paige Avenue is a right-in and right-out only access while the two driveways on
Blackstone Awvenue are full access. Stantec conducted a truck turning analysis using
Autoturns. Using one of the largest truck templates [WB 50 which is approximately 52-
feet long), the truck turning path indicated that trucks would be able to maneuver in
and out of both proposed driveways on E. Paige Avenue and Blackstone Street. Details
of truck turning analysis using Autoturns are contained in TIS Appendix C.

The first proposed driveway on Blackstone Avenue is approximately 310 feet south of
the intersection. The driveway is proposed to be aligned with the existing driveway to
the east of Blackstone Avenue that leads into the Existing McDonald’s Restaurant and
Love's Truck Stop.

The proposed second driveway on Blackstone Avenue is approximately 200 feet south
of the first driveway. It is also aligned with the existing driveway on the east side. This
would primarily be accessible by trucks. Level of Service analysis showed the
intersection is estimated to operate at LOS B or better as shown in Exhibit 1ll. Detailed
driveway level of service worksheets are provided in TIS Appendix C.

Currently adjacent to the project site on Blackstone Avenue there is only one lane in
the southbound direction. On Opening Day, two lanes would be provided under the
proposed lane geometry. The additional lane would serve traffic turning into the site
without impeding through traffic under new proposed two-lane geometry (see
Response A, Attachment A24).

The City of Tulare has adopted Design Guidelines and Public Improvement Standards
(Resolution Mo. 16-58, MNovember 15, 2016) which includes 2000 - Parking and
Driveway, and 7000 - Streets & Traffic standards. The City of Tulare will consider these
comments during final review and approval, and will continue to work with the
California Department of Transportation to improve the transportation system to
address transportation impacts, and no changes to the Draft EIR text are required.

Response B-5: The commenter refers to DEIR Section 4.0 Impact 4.17 "Under cumulative
conditions, which indicates that the project implementation would exacerbate levels of
service at local intersections or exacerbate cumulative levels of service on 5R-99
Highway Facilities." The commenter notes that the DEIR should discuss the financing
plan for the equitable share toward improvements identified in the Traffic Impact
Study (Appendix F).

2.0-160 Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



CoMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR AND RESPONSES 2.0

As Stated in the DEIR impact 4.17, under 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Conditions all
study intersections would operate at LOS F under existing intersection control
configurations. Under the signal alternative, all study intersections would operate at

LOS D or better. With construction of all proposed signalization improvements, this
would be a less than significant and less than cumulatively considerable impact.

Page 4.17-26 through -27 (as updated in FEIR Errata) addresses the project’s equitable
fair share when it states the following:

Under 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Conditions all study intersections would operate
at LOS F under existing intersection control configurations. Under the signal alternative,
all study intersections would operate at LOS D or better. With construction of all
proposed signalization improvements, this would be a less than significant and less
than cumulatively considerable impoct. However, only a portion of the identified signal
improvements are progrommed for the near term. The estimated total cost of
improvements for all intersections is between 549.8 M and 552.3 M. The estimated
praoject equitable share contributions to the seven study intersections range from three
to 23 percent.

Additionally, a signal may be required at the first driveway in order for it to operate at
LO5 B or better. However, given that the driveway operational analysis is based on a
future 20-year estimate of traffic conditions, it is possible that actual future traffic
volumes could vary substantially, depending on the adopted future “South Tulare”
PAED alternative aos well os choice of driveways by drivers. Therefore, it is
recommended that traffic should be monitored and evaluated at the first-year, 5-year,

10-year and 15-year time period_ond every veor when the intersection operates gt 105
D. If signal warrants are met ot that time, a median would be added and the

intersection would be modified into o right-in ond right-out only driveway. It is
estimated that project eguitable share of traffic is opproximately 44 percent at this
driveway and the project proponent would contribute an eguitable share of all
identified improvements.

Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 addresses the need for the applicant to pay an equitable fair
share as follows:

Mitigation Measure 4.0-1: The project applicant shall pay its equitable share cost

toward all identified irtersectier improvements espsistertwith-MitisatienMeasure
3121 Additionally, the City shall monitor and evaluate traffic at the first-year, 5-Year,

10-year and 15-year time period,_and every vear when the intersection operates at LOS

D, to determine if a signal would be required at the first driveway in order to ensure
that it operates at an acceptable LOS. If the results of the traffic monitoring show that
a signal warrant is met at that time, the Project Applicant shall be responsible for
funding the addition of a median and the modification of the intersection into a right-in
and right-out only driveway. All future improvements shall ensure adequate access to

neighboring facilities.
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It is noted that Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 addresses the need for the applicant to pay
an equitable fair share toward all identified intersection improvements. It is anticipated
that improvements will be funded, in part, through the City's Development Impact Fee
(DIF) program. In accordance with City Ordinances and the DIF Program, fees are
collected from developments City-wide and are maintained within individually ear-
marked funds (“Improvement Fund” and through other funding mechanisms for
regional improvements including the Tulare County Association of Governments
(TCAG) on Measure “R" Funds.

All impacts to study intersections and needed improvements under cumulative
conditions had been identified and disclosed in the DEIR. Mo changes to the Draft EIR
text are required. The City of Tulare will consider these comments during final review
and approval, and will continue to work with the California Department of
Transportation, and other regional transportation agencies to improve the
transportation system to address transportation impacts.

Response B-6: The commenter notes that Caltrans is currently studying four (4) build
alternatives to provide a new SR 99 interchange between Paige Avenue and Avenue
200. One of the alternatives proposes to reconstruct the existing Paige Avenue
Interchange. To accomplish this the department recommends the following setbacks:

* A minimum 50' setback distance for any structure from the existing edge of
pavement is needed along Paige Avenue.

* A minimum 20' setback distance for any structure from the existing back of the
curb is needed along Blackstone Street.

* A minimum 45" setback distance for any structure from the existing curb ramp at
the southwest corner of Paige Avenue/Blackstone Street intersection is needed.

The City of Tulare and 4-Creeks Engineering have reviewed the Project Site Plan per
Caltrans recommendations, and determined that the proposed Project is exceeding the
identified setback requirements provided by Caltrans. For instance, there is 171.83 feet
to nearest structure along Blackstone Street, and 112.34 feet to nearest structure along
Paige Avenue. These setbacks sufficiently meet the Caltrans recommendations for
minimum setbacks.

The City of Tulare appreciates these comments and will continue to work with the
California Department of Transportation to improve the transportation system to
address transportation impacts, and no changes to the Draft EIR text are required.
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z San Joaquin Valley AEY
AIR POLLUTION CONTROL DISTRICT HEALTHY AIR LIVING

June 13, 2018

Traci Myers

City of Tulare

411 East Kern Avenue
Tulare, CA 93274

Project: Tulare Pilot Flying J Travel Center
District CEQA Reference No: 20180491
Dear Ms. Myers:

The San Joaguin Valley Unified Air Pollution Control District (District) has reviewed the
DEIR for the Tulare Pilot Flying J Travel Center project, located at the scuthwest corner
of South Blackstone Street and East Paige Avenue in Tulare, CA., which includes the C-1
development of approximately 13.63 acres for regional travel serving uses, such as
fueling facilities, parking facilities for commercial truck operators, drive-thru and other
guick service turnaround restaurants, drivers lounge, and retail space and offers the
following comments:

Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement

1. As presented in the EIR, after implementation of all feasible mitigation, the Tulare
Pilat Flying | Travel Center project would have a significant and unaveoidable impact
an air guality and will contribute to the overall decline in air quality due to increased
traffic and ongoing operational emissions, However, the environmental document
does not discuss the feasibility of implementing a voluntary emission reduction
agreemeant (VERA),

As discussed below, the District recommends the envirenmental decument be
revised to include a discussion of the feasibility of implementing a VERA to mitigate
project specific impacts to less than significant levels,

A VERA is & mitigation measure by which the project proponent provides pound-for-
pound mitigation of emissions increases through a process that develops, funds, and
implements emission reduction projects, with the District serving a role of
administrator of the emissions reduction projects and wverifier of the successful
mitigation effort. To implement a VERA, the project proponent and the District enter

Bayed Sadrodin
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Faogu 2

Cvstrict Refarencs Mo, 20780497

inte a eontractual agreement in which the project proponent agrees to mitigate
project specific emissions by providing funds for the District’s incentives programs).
The funds are disbursed by the District in the form of grants for projects that achieve
emission reductions. Thus, project specific impacts on air quality can be fully
mitigated, Types of emission reduction projects that have been funded in the past
include electrification of stationary internal combustion engines (such as agricultural
irfigation pumps), replacing old heavy-duty trucks with new, cleaner, more effickent
heawy-duty trucks, and replacement of old farm tractors.

In implementing a VERA, the District verifies the actual emission reductions that
have been achieved as a result of completed grant contracts, monitors the emission
reduction projects, and ensures the enforceability of achieved reductions. After the
project is mitigated, the District cerlifies to the lead agency that the mitigation is
completed, providing the lead agency with an enforceable mitigation measure
demonstrating that project specific emissions have been mitigated to less than
significant,

To assist the Lead Agency and project proponent in ensuring that the environmental
document iz compliant with CEQA, the District recommends the environmental
document be amended to include an assessment of the feasibility of implemeanting a
VERA.

Additional infermation on implementing a VERA can be obtained by contacting
District CEQA staff at (559) 230-6000.

District Rules and Regulations

2. Based on the information provided, the project will exceed 2,000 square-feet

commercial space and receive a discrefionary approval, therefore, the proposed
praject is subject to District Rule 8510 (Indirect Source Review).

Any applicant subject to District Rule 8510 is required to submit an Alr Impact
Assessment (AlA) application to the District no later than applying for final
discretionary approval.  If approval of the subject project constitutes the last
discretionary approval by your agency, the District recommends that demonstration
of compliance with District Rule 8510 be made a condifion of project approval.
Information about how to comply with District Rule 8510 can be found online at:
httpdfwww. valleyair.org/|SRASRHome.htm.  The District recommends that the
applicant submit an ALA application at this time.

. The project may also be subject to the following District rules: Regulation VIl

(Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), Rule 48601 (Architectural
Coatings), and Rule 4641 (Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and
Maintenance Operations). In the event an existing building will be renovated,
partially demolished or removed, the project may be subject to District Rule 4002
[Mational Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants).

Conl't

C-4
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Pags 3
Disirict Refevence No. 20780481
The above list of rules is neither exhaustive nor exclusive. To identify other District
rules or regulations that apply to this project or to obtain information about District |~ 4
permit requirements, the applicant is strongly encouraged fo contact the District's Con't
Small Business Assistance Office at (559) 230-5888. Cument District rules can be
found online at: www. valleyair orafrules’ rulaslist. htm.
If you have any guestions or reguire further information, please call Cherie Clark at
(559) 230-5940.
Sincerely,
Armaud Marjollet
Director of Permit Services
Brian Clements ¥
Program Manager
AM: cc
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Response to Comment C: Arnaud Marjollet San Joaquin County Air
Pollution Control District (SJVAPCD)

Response C-1: The commenter indicates that the SIVAPCD has reviewed the application for
the Flying J Project.

This comment serves as an introduction to the comment letter and does not warrant a
response. This comment is noted. No further response is necessary.

Response C-2: The commenter suggests including a discussion on the feasibility of entering
into a Voluntary Emissions Reduction Agreement (VERA) with the San Joaquin Valley
Air Pollution Control District (SIVAPCD).

The City has discussed a VERA with District staff, and recognizes that a VERA is a
"oluntary” program that can reduce emissions to a net zero level, or to levels below
the SIVAPCD's regulatory requirements/thresholds. The City has not adopted a policy
that mandates projects reduce air emissions to net zero or to levels below the
SIVAPCD's regulatory requirements/thresholds. The SIVAPCD has established
“thresholds” that are not net zero. Rule 9510 is a regulation that is imposed by the
SIVAPCD to collect fees for emissions that exceed the threshold of significance
established by the SIVAPCD. The proposed Project is subject to the SIVAPCD Rule 9510
(Indirect Source Review [ISR] rule), which could result in substantial mitigation of
emissions beyond what is reflected in the modeling outputs. The reductions are
accomplished by the incorporation of measures into projects and/or by the payment of
an Indirect Source Rule fee for any required reductions that have not been
accomplished through Project mitigation commitments. The current fees are 59,350
per ton of NOy, although these are subject to adjustments by the SIVAPCD. The actual
calculations will be accomplished by the SIVAPCD and Project applicants through the
regulatory permitting process as the Project (i.e. or portions of the Project) are brought
forward for approval under Rule 9510. The Project applicant would be required to pay
the ISR fee to the SIVAPCD at that time. Ultimately, the SIVAPCD utilizes the fees to
fund projects that reduce emissions to at, or below, the thresholds of significance
established by the SIVAPCD. Therefore, through payment of the ISR fee, the Project
would have a mitigation offset for the Project's emissions that would correspond to the
applicable threshold levels. This is a regulatory reguirement and serves as defacto
mitigation for the proposed project, and all projects within the SIVAPCD's boundary.
There are no warrants to impose a mitigation measure that is greater than what is
mandated by local policy, Air District regulations, state regulations, or federal

regulations.

Response C-3: The commenter recommends that an Air Impact Assessment (AlA) application
be submitted for the Project at this time, as required under District Rule 59510. The
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commenter describes District Rule 9510, which is designed to mitigate a project’s
impact on air quality through project design elements or by payment of applicable off-
site fees. The commenter describes that the proposed Project is subject to Rule 9510,
which requires that an AlA application be submitted at this time.

Submittal of an AlA application to the SIVAPCD is required by Mitigation Measure 3.2-1
in Chapter 3.2 of the Draft EIR. The Project must demonstrate compliance with District
Rule 9510, including payment of all applicable fees. This comment is noted and no
further response is required.

Response C-4: The commenter states that the proposed Project may also be subject to other
District rules and regulations. The commenter provides several examples, including:
Regulation VIl (Fugitive PM10 Prohibitions), Rule 4102 (Nuisance), and Rule 4641
(Cutback, Slow Cure, and Emulsified Asphalt, Paving and Maintenance Operations).
Additionally, the commenter notes that, in the event an existing building will be
renovated, partially demolished or removed, the project may be subject to District Rule
4002 (National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants).

This comment is noted. Various District rules are listed within the Regulatory Setting
section of Chapter 3.2, Air Quality, of the Draft EIR, including those noted by the
commenter. See pages 3.2-13 and 3.2-15 of the Draft EIR. The Project would be
required to comply with all applicable District regulations. No further response is

necessary.
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This Page Intentionally Left Blank.

2.0-168 Final Environmental Impact Report — Tulare Pilot Flying J



ERRATA

3.0

Revisions made to the Draft EIR are identified below. None of the revisions identify new significant
environmental impacts, nor do any of the revisions result in substantive changes to the Draft EIR.
The new information to the EIR is intended correct, clarify, amplify, and makes minor modifications.

REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Executive Summary was revised to reflect changes within Table ES-2, all of which are
incorporated into the EIR. The revisions are intended to correct, clarify, amplify, and makes
insignificant modifications, all of which are incorporated into the EIR. The changes to the EIR occur
in the Executive Summary on Page ES 13, ES-20, and ES 24 of the Draft EIR. The changes are identified
with revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted text).

LEVELOF
NMENT: (e RESULTING
E'“T;PM i lgGhW]'J'HDL‘I;‘C MITIGATION MEASURE LEVEL OF
MITICATION SIGNIFICANCE
Impact 3.6-1:
Potential to
Zenerate
greenhouse gas
emissions, either
directly or Mitigation Measure 3.6-1:Ensure that the pedestrian network within the
indirectly, that proposed Project site connects to offsite pedestrian networks, in order to make
z;:iﬁc:;w = pedestrian circulation viable within, to, and from the project site and reduce
impact on the i E 55 Project
environment or PS frontage improvements shall be included to ensure the Project is consistent su
potential to with citywide street design standards and planned nearby circulation
::;ﬂgb::ﬁ;t:; improvements. This mitigation shall cccur during Project construction
e s activities.
regulation
adopted for the
purpose of
reducing the
emissions of
greenhouse
gases.
Impact 3.12-1:
The proposed
Project  would
not cause P5 U LS
significant
impacts at
intersections.
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3.0 ERRATA
LEVEL OF e
Eh’[ﬁf;ﬂ?& fm MITIGATION MEASURE LEVEL OF
MITIGATION ARHTIANE
development asreement to ensure the installat a tratfic signals and
improvements at the affected intersections of Laspina Street/Paige
Avenue, SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street, SR 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige
Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue are provided as opening day
improvements. All improvements are to be in accordance with the City of
Tulare Improvement Standards, and sufficient to reduce LOS at affected
: : ble levels (LOS D or better)
gzs::t ST Mitigation Measure 4.0-1: The project applicant shall pay its equitable share
sy cost toward all identified intercection improvements econsistent wwith
conditions, Mitization Measure 312 1 Additionally, the City shall monitor and evaluate
project ) traffic at the first-vear. 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year time peried, and every vear
implementation d 5 a3 £
T when the intersection operates at LOS D, to determine if a signal would be
exacerbate levels e required at the first driveway in order to ensure that it operates at an cc/su
i{;?:::; :n"j""flr acceptable LOS. If the results of the traffic monitoring show that a signal
P warrant is met at that time, the Project Applicant shall be responsible for
curnulatively funding the addition of a median and the modification of the intersection into
e e a right-in and right-out only driveway. All future improvements shall ensure
E[?gh._,,ay s adequate access to neighboring facilities.
Facilities
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SECTION 3.6 GREENHOUSE GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE

Mitigation Measure 3.6.1 was revised to clarify and amplify the Mitigation Measure presented on
DEIR 3.6-21 of the DEIR.

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-eutfor deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

Mitigation Measure 3.6-1:Ensure that the pedestrian network within the proposed Project
site connects to offsite pedestrian networks, in order to make pedestrian circulation viable

within, to, and from the project site and reduce the need to travel by vehicle,_helping to

reduce emissions and GHG. Project frontage improvements shall be included to ensure the

Project is consistent with citywide street design standards and planned nearby circulation
improvements. This mitigation shall occur during Project construction activities.

SECTION 3.12 TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION

Mitigation Measure 3.12.1 was revised to clarify and amplify the Mitigation Measure presented on
DEIR 3.12-16 of the DEIR.

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-eutfor deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

Mitigation Measure 3.12-1: Priorto-issuanee—of ony—permitforconstroctonof Project

Prior to the operational phase, the Project proponent shall enter into @ development

agreement to ensure the installation of traffic signals and improvements at the affected
intersections of Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 56 Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street, 5R 99

MB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone Street/Paige Avenue are provided as opening
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day_improvements. All improvements are to be in accordance with the City of Tulare

Improvement Standards, and sufficient to reduce LOS at affected intersections to acceptable
levels (LOS D or better].

Revisions/additions to clarify text associated with the updated Mitigation Measure 3.12-1. Updates
presented on DEIR page 3.12-16.

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strikeeutfor deleted
text). Revisions from and 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

Through intersection improvements at Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, 5R 99 5B Off-
Ramp/Paize Blackstone #vwerue Street, SR 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blackstone
Street/Paige Avenue, all intersections would operate at acceptable levels. Freprofectwould

The following mitigation measure would reguire improvements to ensure acceptable LOS as

opening day improvements, and all intersections would operate at acceptable levels. raduce

-------- s

s wal -1l afa

simultanecuchy with meed Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant
- cdable.

Additionally, revisions to clarify intersection naming for the Southbound SR-99 Intersection was
needed to clarify and correct the proper intersection name. Revisions from DEIR Pages: 3.12-5
(Revised In Text), 3.12-6 (Revised In Table 3.12-4: Existing Conditions — Intersection Operations),
3.12-14 (Revised In Text), 3.12-15 (Revised In Text), and 3.12-16 (Updated In Revised Mitigation
Measure 3.12-1).

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strke-ewtfor deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

SR 99 5B off-ramp/ Psige-Avenus Blackstone Street

Revisions from DEIR Pages: 3.12-13 (Revised In Table 3.12-7: Existing Plus Project Intersection
Conditions)

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-ewtfor deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:
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SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Raigefva_ Blackstone Street

Clarifying text changes to Impact 3.12-2 to reflect that the impact discussion refers only to freeway
segments.

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike-eutfor deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-17 of Chapter 3.12 of the Draft EIR:

Impact 3.12-2: The proposed Project would not result in a significant impact to
freeway facilities [less than significant)

As described in the Transportation Impact Study Prepared for the proposed Project
(Appendix F), under Existing conditions all freeway study segments operate at an acceptable
LOS D or better during both the AM and PM peak hour. Furthermore, under Existing Plus
Project, Existing plus Approved Projects, and Existing plus Approved Projects plus Project
Freeway Segment LOS conditions, all freeway merging and diverging would operate at an
acceptable LOS D or better during both the AM and PM peak periods. Accordingly, proposed
Project impacts to freeway facilities would be less than significant. [Note: Intersections are
discussed under 3.12-1 above, including the SR 99 58 Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street, SR 99 NB
Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue.]

SECTION 4.0 OTHER CEQA-REQUIRED ToPICS

Mitigation Measure 4.0.1 was revised to clarify and amplify the Mitigation Measure presented on
DEIR 4.0-27 under Impact 4.17 of the DEIR.

The changes are identified with revision marks (underline for new text, strike out for deleted
text). Revisions from pg. 3.12-16 of the Draft EIR:

Mitigation Measure 4.0-1: The project applicant shall pay its equitable share cost toward all

identified irtersestier improvements censistert—with—Mitisatientleasure—3312 3
Additionally, the City shall monitor and evaluate traffic at the first-year, 5-Year, 10-year and

15-year time period,_and every year when the intersection operates at LOS D, to determine

if a signal would be required at the first driveway in order to ensure that it operates at an
acceptable LOS. If the results of the traffic monitoring show that a signal warrant is met at
that time, the Project Applicant shall be responsible for funding the addition of a median
and the modification of the intersection into a right-in and right-out only driveway. All future
improvements shall ensure adequate access to neighboring facilities.

Revisions from Page 4.0-24 from updated Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 (In Text):

Therefore, it is recommended that traffic should be monitored and evaluated at the first-

year, 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year time period_and every year when the intersection

operates at LOS D. If the results of the traffic monitoring showed that a signal warrant is met
at that time, a median would be added and the intersection would be modified into a right-

in and right-out only driveway.

Revisions from Page 4.0-27 from updated Mitigation Measure 4.0-1 {in Text):
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Therefore, it is recommended that traffic should be monitored and evaluated at the first-

year, 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year time period, and every year when the intersection

pperates at LOS D. If signal warrants are met at that time, a median would be added and the

intersection would be modified into a right-in and right-out only driveway. It is estimated
that project equitable share of traffic is approximately 44 percent at this driveway and the

project proponent would contribute an equitable share of all identified improvements.

Additionally, revisions to clarify intersection naming for the Southbound SR-99 Intersection was
needed to clarify and correct the proper intersection name.

Revisions from DEIR Page 4.0-19 (Revised In Text)

SR 99 5B off-ramp/ Paige-Avenue Blackstone Street

Revisions from DEIR Pages: 4.0-18 (Revised In Table 4.0-3: 20-Year Cumulative No Project
Intersections Los), 4.0-19 [Revised In Table 4.0-4: 20-Year Cumulative No Project
Intersections Los (Signals Alternative)), 4.0-21 {Revised In Table 4.0-5: 20-Year Cumulative
Mo Project Intersections Los (Roundabout Alternative)), 4.0-22 (Revised In Table 4.0-7: 20-
Year Cumulative Plus Project Intersections Los (Existing Traffic Control)). 4.0-23 (Revised In
Text), 4.0-24 (Revised In Table 4.0-8: 20-Year Cumulative Plus Project Intersections Los
(Signals Alternative)), 4.0-26 (Revised In Table 4.0-9: 20-Year Cumulative Plus Project
Intersections Los (Roundabout Alternative))

SR 99 SB Off-Ramp/Paige Ave. Blackstone Street

SECTION VOLUME I1: APPENDICES

Appendix F of the DEIR (TIS) was revised to clarify a typographical error on TIS Figure 5 included in
Appendix F of the DEIR. Revisions include an update Figure 5 (pg. 20 of the TIS):

Revisions from Appendix F of the DEIR Figure 5 (pg. 20 of the TIS):

Figure 5 of the TIS has been replaced with the following updated Figure 5:
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Traffic Impact Study for Proposed Pilot Travel Center in Tulare, CA
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Figure

|

e .
W slelkdf

337 (447 -4

i

Legend:

xx (xx) AM (PM) Peak Hour Driveway Yolumes

Motes:

" = Estimated Truck Traffic - use a
Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) of 3 to
estimate traffic impact

10158 - 91118 - CT




3.0 ERRATA

Appendix F of the DEIR (TIS Appendix B) was revised to clarify an error in the Blackstone 5t & Paige
Ave 2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour Signal Synchro 9 Report (DEIR Appendix F, Page 6 of TIS
Appendix B)

Revisions include an updated Blackstone St & Paige Ave 2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour
Signal Synchro 9 Report (DEIR Appendix F, Page 6 of TIS Appendix B):

Blackstone 5t & Paige Ave 2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour Signal Synchro 9 Report of the
TIS has been replaced with the following updated Synchro @ Report:
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Tulare Pilot Travel Center TIA

2036 Plus Project PM Peak Hour_Signal

5: Blackstone St & Paige Ave 06/29/2018
T T U B I I 4
Movement EBL EBT EBR WBL WBT WBR NBL NBT NBR SBL SBT SBR
Lane Configurations o 1 O S, S . S S . O AN . T N
Traffic Volume (veh/h) 94 929 86 707 646 181 118 216 874 276 131 90
Future Volume (veh/h) 94 929 86 707 646 181 118 216 579 276 131 90
Mumber ¥ 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Initial G (Qb), veh 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 ] 0 0 0 0
Ped-Bike Adj(A_pbT) 1.00 0.98 1.00 097 1.00 099 100 0.99
Parking Bus, Adj 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 100 100 100 100 1.00
Adj Sat Flow, veh/h/n 1652 1652 1652 16562 16562 1652 1652 1652 1662 16582 1652 1652
Adj Flow Rate, veh/h 104 1032 96 813 743 208 131 240 643 307 146 100
Ad] No. of Lanes 1 4 1 2 3 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Peak Hour Factor 090 090 090 087 087 087 09 0% 08 080 09 090
Percent Heavy Veh, % 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15 15
Cap, veh/h 129 1233 299 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
Amive On Green 008 022 022 037 060 060 008 024 024 008 024 024
Sat Flow, vehih 1573 6683 1377 3063 4510 1365 1573 1652 2466 3063 1652 1396
Grp Volume(v), veh/h 104 1032 96 813 743 208 131 240 643 307 146 100
Grp Sat Flow(s),veh/M/n 1673 1421 1377 1826 1503 1366 1573 1652 1228 1526 1652 1396
Q Serve(g_s), s 49 132 4.5 17.0 6.9 6.2 6.0 98 144 6.0 56 44
Cycle Q Clear{g_c), 5 49 13.2 4.5 17.0 6.9 6.2 6.0 98 144 6.0 b6 44
Prop In Lane 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 100 100 1.00
Lane Grp Capi(c), veh/h 129 1233 299 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
VIC Ratio(X) 0.81 084 032 119 046 042 106 060 0856 127 036 029
Avall Cap(c_a), veh/h 228 121N 308 683 1617 430 124 403 1151 241 403 340
HCM Platoon Ratio 1.00 1.00 1.00 167 16F 167 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Upstream Filter(l) 1.00 1.00 100 081 0.81 0.81 1.00 100 100 100 1.00 1.00
Uniform Delay (d), sfveh 43 285 251 238 M2 10 30 %4 146 3I_0O 238 234
Incr Delay (d2), sfveh 11.1 50 0.6 97.6 0.2 05 961 6.4 20 1515 25 22
Initial @ Delay(d3),s/veh 0.0 00 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 03 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
%ile BackOfC(50%).veh/In 25 56 1.7 16.3 28 23 59 52 5.2 ] 28 19
LnGrp Delay(d) s/veh 464 334 27 1214 N3 11s 1314 M8 166 1865 264 256
LnGrp LOS D C C F B B F C B = c C
Approach Vaol, veh'h 1232 1764 1014 553
Approach Delay, sfveh 338 621 35.0 115.1
Approach LOS C E D F
Timer 1 2 3 4 5 (1] Fi 8
Assigned Phs 1 2 3 4 5 6 f 8
Phs Duration (G+Y+Rc), 5 100 235 210 215 100 235 102 323
Change Period (Y+Rc), 5 40 5.0 40 5.0 40 5.0 40 5.0
Max Green Setting (Gmax),s 6.0 180 170 17.0 60 180 1o 230
Max Q Clear Time (g_c+l1),s 8.0 164 150 15.2 8.0 76 6.9 849
Green Ext Time {p_c), 5 0.0 08 0.0 1.2 0.0 08 01 5.2
Intersection Summary
HCM 2010 Ctrl Delay 54.9
HCM 2010 LOS D
HCM 2010 Signalized Intersection Summary Synchro 9 Report

Stantec
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3.0 ERRATA

Appendix F of the DEIR (TIS Appendix B) was revised to clarify an error on TIS Table 25: 20-Year
Cumulative plus Project Intersections LOS (Roundabout Alternative).

Revisions include an updated TIS Table 25: 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Intersections
LOS (Roundabout Alternative) (TIS pg. 49):

Table 25: 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Intersections LOS (Roundabout Alternative) of the
TI5 has been replaced with the following updated Table 25:
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Table 25: 20-Year Cumulative plus Project Intersections LOS (Roundabout Alternative)

20-Year Cumulatfive Plus Project Condifions (2040 Geometrics)

D Intersection s o
V/C Ratio | Delay (sec) |LOS ﬁg‘u':s:fﬁ'e V/C Ratio | Delay (sec) |LOS “g’u';i':?ﬁ'e
3 Laspinag Sfreet/Paige Ave. 0.492 £.3 A 177.8 0.445 9.8 A 142.3
HMorthbound 0.155 8.2 A 17.0 0.504 1% B 739
\Westoound 0.692 87 A 177 8 0.622 107 B 142.3
Southbound 0.371 10.5 B 608 0.331 9.8 A 434
Eastbound 0.359 6.4 A 50.0 0.645 B.0 A 121.4
4 |57 99 NB Off-Ramp/Paige Ave. 0,660 9.2 A 215.1 0.779 10.2 B 186.1
Morthbound 0.521 14.6 B 86.4 0779 17.3 B 154.8
\estoound 0.669 9.7 A 215.1 0.503 8.3 A 116.8
Eastoound 0.515 7.0 A 17.0 0.641 8.4 A 185.1
5 |slockstone StreetiPaige Ave. 0.692 12.7 B 238.3 0.897 17.7 B 4704
Morthbound 0_644 10.8 B 120.9 0.748 9.8 A 176.3
\Westoound 0.692 130 B 238.3 0.897 240 c 420.4
Southbeund 0.675 12.3 B 215.4 0.753 17.4 B 280, 1
Eastbound 0.559 167 B 888 0.703 749 £ 155.7
& |57 99 5B Off-Romp/Paige Ave. 0.497 10.0 B 117.2 0.475 9.4 A 108.3
Morthbound 0.429 5.3 A 977 0442 48 A 106.0
Southbeund 0.497 14.1 B 117.2 0.475 153 B 108.3
Eastbound 0.465 107 B 75.4 0.387 9.9 A 57.4




3.0 ERRATA

This Page Intentionally Left Blank.
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM 4.0

This document is the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the Tulare Pilot
Flying J project. This MMRP has been prepared pursuant to Section 21081.6 of the California Public
Resources Code, which requires public agencies to "adopt a reporting and monitoring program for
the changes made to the project or conditions of project approval, adopted in order to mitigate or
avoid significant effects on the environment.” A MMRP is required for the proposed project
because the EIR has identified significant adverse impacts, and measures have been identified to

mitigate those impacts.

The numbering of the individual mitigation measures follows the numbering sequence as found in
the EIR, some of which were revised after the Draft EIR was prepared. These revisions are shown
in Section 3.0 of the Final EIR. All revisions to mitigation measures that were necessary as a result
of responding to public comments and incorporating staff-initiated revisions have been
incorporated into this MMRP.

4.1 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

The MMRP, as outlined in the following table, describes mitigation timing, monitoring
responsibilities, and compliance verification responsibility for all mitigation measures identified in
this Final EIR.

The City of Tulare will be the primary agency responsible for implementing the mitigation
measures and will continue to monitor mitigation measures that are required to be implemented

during the operation of the project.

The MMRP is presented in tabular form on the following pages. The components of the MMRP are
described briefly below:

* Mitigation Measures: The mitigation measures are taken from the Draft EIR in the same
order that they appear in that document.

= Mitigation Timing: Identifies at which stage of the project mitigation must be completed.

= Monitoring Responsibility: Identifies the agency that is responsible for mitigation
monitoring.

* Compliance Verification: This is a space that is available for the monitor to date and initial
when the monitoring or mitigation implementation took place.
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4.0

MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

TABLE 4.0-1: MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

ManNIToRING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE TiMING
RESPONSIBILITY (DATE/INITIALS)

AIR QUALITY
Impact 3.2-1: Project operation Mmqat;l;nl}:ﬁasum = :.}Tﬂm b ased!ﬁﬂj gc; "'L.S“b‘r E;: o ?ﬂjﬂ ke City of Tulare Prior to start of
has the potential to cause a reqb_ﬂre IRLE AT T ?PNJEHAFP e ) BORCIe fnanee Sn::!ur'ce Community construction or
violation of an air quality Review Ru{effefar any re.qu:red redr:actrons that.hﬂw not b.f-en accamp!’:sh.ed Development erading
ctandard or contribute | Ehrough project mitigation commitments, prior to Project construction Department activities
substantially to an existing or | activities. The fee calculations will be conducted by the S[VAPCD.
projected air quality violation.
Impact 3.2-5: The proposed | Mitigation Measure 3.2-2: The proposed Project is required to comply with | City of Tulare Prior to
Project has the potential to | SLC Phase 1 EVR and Pre-EVR Phase II requirements, as required by the | Community cperational
generate objectionable odors. Califernia Air Resources Board (CARB). The Project applicant shall alse | Development phase of the

implement all feasible SJVAPCD Best Available Control Technology (BACT) | Department Project.

for all motor vehicle gasoline storage and dispensing operations, prior fo the

initial operational phase of the Project.

Mitigation Measure 3.2-3: For the purposes of ensuring compliance with

the California Air Resources Board [CARB) regulation requiring heavy-duty

(GVWR =10,000 1bs) trucks to idle to no more than 5 minutes per hour, the

Project applicant shall post highly visible signage throughout Project site

where truck idling may occur (ie. at multiple high-visibility locations

throughout the truck parking area), prior to aperation of the Project.
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES
npuik Ry e e Ml_'ﬁgaﬁnn ﬁ:!l'easure :5'.3-1: Ir.r ?r.'der tﬂ- avoid impacts to ne:.'!ﬁng mph:.rrs and City of Tulare e
Project has the potential to have mrgr.'ﬂtary birds, Project ;a::ﬁv:t:ex w.:}.! oceur, where possible. outside the Community e
direct or indirect effects on | MeSting season. The nesting season is generally February 1-August 31 If Development o
special-status bird species. Project activities must occur during the nesting season (February 1-August | Department

31), a qualified biologist will conduct pre-construction surveys for active | and the

raptor and migratory bird nests within 30 days of the onset of these | California

activities. For migratory birds and raptors, the survey area will include the | Department of

Project site and a 250-foot buffer aren surrounding the Project site. If no Fisﬂﬁll;d

Wildlife

active nests are found within the survey area, mo further measures are
required. Should any active nests be discovered within the survey area, the
biologist will determine the appropriate construction setback distances
based on applicable COFW guidelines and/or the biology of the affected
species. Construction-free buffers will be identified on the ground with

4.0-2
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MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

4.0

MaoNrToRING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MITIGATION MEASURE TmMING
RESPONSIBILITY (DATE/INITIALS)
flagging, fencing, or by other easily visible means, and will be maintained
until the biologist has determined that the young have fledged. It is noted
that cliff swallow nests were observed on the bridge, and impacts are
addressed in a separate measure.
Mitigation Measure 3.3-2: Mitigation for the loss of Swainson’s hawk
foraging habitat (and by default other raptor foraging habitat) shall eccur at
the applicable ratiofs) set forth in the CDFW's Staff Report Regarding
Mitigation for Impacts to Swainson’s Hawks [Buteo swainsoni) in the Central
Valley of California (CDFG 1994). This mitigation shall be applied during
construction activities.
Impact 3.3-4: The proposed | Mitigation Measure 3.3-3: To aveid and minimize potentiol impacts to | City of Tulare During
Project has the potential to result | S/KF, the applicant shall implement the following measures, which are | Community construction
in direct or indirect effects on | consistent with USFWS Standard Recommendations for Protection of the | Development and or ground
special-status mammal species. Endangered San Joaquin Kit Fox Prior to or During Ground Disturbance | Department disturbing
(USFWSE, 2004). and the activities
! e A California
*  No less than 14 days and no more than 30 days prior to initintion of Department of
site disturbance and/or construction, a biologist shall conduct @ | pich and
pre-activity (ie. pre-construction] survey for known or potential | wridiife
sensitive species, including San Joaquin kit fox dens, and submit a
letter to the City of Tulare reporting the date the survey was
conducted, the survey methodology, survey results, and what
measures were necessary (and completed). as applicable, to
address any San Joaquin kit fox activity within the Project limits.
=  During construction, a qualified biologist shall conduct full-time
monitoring during initial site-disturbance activities (ie. grading,
disking, excavation, stock piling of dirt or gravel etc). Upon
completion of initial disturbance activities, monitoring shall occur
on a weekly basis. During construction, the biolagist shall submit
monthly monitoring reports to the City of Tulare summarizing
compliance with all applicable measures.
=  Prior to or during Project activities, if any observations are made of
San Joaquin kit fox. or any known or potential San Joaguin kit fox
dens are discovered within the Project limits, the qualified biologist
shall notify the City of Tulare. The City of Tulare will notify the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U. 5. Fish and
Wildlife Service. All work in the area of discovery will stop until
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4.0 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM

MonrToRING VERIFICATION
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT MiTicaTION MEASURE TiMING
RESPONSIBILITY (DATE/INITIALS)

such time that City of Tulare, in coordination with the CDFW and
USFWS, determines ways to proceed with the Project and avoid
take.

« During the site-disturbance and/or construction phase, all
construction pipes, culverts, or similar structures or materials that
contact a hole with a diameter of 4-inches or greater and that are
stored at a construction site for one or more overnight periods shall
be thoroughly inspected for San Joaquin kit foxes before the pipe is
subsequently buried, capped, or otherwise used or moved in any
way. All pipes, culverts, or similar structures with a diameter of 4-
inches or greater that will be stored onsite for more than one night
shall be capped after it is inspected for San Joaguin kit fox. Road
culverts shall be capped prior to the start of Project activities. If any
San Joaquin kit fox is found, and the City of Tulare shall be notified.
The City of Tulare will then notify the California Department of Fish
and Wildlife and the U. 5. Fish and Wildlife Service. All work in the
area of discovery will stop until such time that City of Tulare, in
coordination with the CDFW and USFWS, determines ways to
proceed with the Project and avoid take.

s Prior to, during, and after the site-disturbance and/or construction
phase, use of pesticides or herbicides shall be in compliance with all
federal, state, and local regulations. This is necessary to minimize
the probability of primary or secondary poisoning of endangered
species utilizing adjacent habitats, and the depletion of prey upon
which San Joaquin kit foxes depend.

= To prevent inadvertent entrapment of San Jeagquin kit foxes or
other animals during the construction phase of a Project. all
excavated, steep-walled holes or trenches more than 2-feet deep
shall be covered at the close of each working day by plywood or
similar materials. If the trenches cannot be closed, one or more
escape ramps constructed of earthen-fill or wooden planks shall be
installed. Before such holes or trenches are filled they will be
thoroughly inspected for trapped animals. If at any time a trapped
or injured San Joaquin kit fox is discovered, the City of Tulare shall
be notified. The City of Tulare will then notify the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U. 5 Fish and Wildlife
Service. All work in the area of discovery will stop until such time
that City of Tulare, in coordination with the COFW and USFWS,
determines ways to proceed with the Project and avoid take.
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= During the site-disturbance and/or construction phase, any
contractor or employes that inadvertently kills or injures a San
Joaguin kit fox or who finds any such animal either dead, injured, or
entrapped shall be required to report the incident immediately to
the City of Tulare. In the event that any observations are made of
injured or dead San Joagquin kit fox. and the City of Tulare shall be
notified. The City of Tulare will then netify the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife and the U. 5 Fish and Wildlife
Service. All work in the area of discovery will stop until such time
that City af Tulare, in coordination with the COFW and USFWS,
determines ways to proceed with the Project and avoid take. The
City of Tulare shall cause any threatened or endangered species
found dead or injured to be turned over immediately to the
California Department of Fish and Wildlife for care, analysis, or
disposition.

s  Prior to final inspection, should any long internal or perimeter
fencing be propesed or installed, the City of Tulare shall do the
following to provide for San Joaquin kit fox passage:

o If @ wire strand/pole design iz used, the lowest strand
shall be no closer to the ground than 12 inches.

o If a more solid wire mesh fence is used, 8=x12-inch
openings near the ground shall be provided every 100
yards.

Impact 3.3-10: Conflict with any
Ibcal policies or ordinances
protecting biolbgical resources,
such as a tree preservation policy
or ordinance.

Mitigation Measure 3.3-4: The landscaping plan shall include the
planting of native trees, shrubs, and grosslands in order to preserve the
visual integrity of the landscape, provide habitat conditions suitable for
native vegetation and wildlife, and ensure that a maximum number and
variety of well-adapted plants are maintained.

City of Tulare
Community
Development
Department

Prior to the
project’s
operation
phase

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Impact 34-1: Project
implementation has the potential
to cause a substantial adverse
change to a significant historical
resource, as defined in CEQA
Guidelines §15064.5, or a

Mitigation Measure 3.4-1: If any cultural resources, including prehistoric or
historic artifact, or other indications of archaeological resources are found
during grading and construction activities, all work shall be halted
immediately within a 200-foot radius of the discovery until an archaeologist
meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards
in prehistoric or historical archaeology. as appropriate, has evaluated the

City of Tulare
Community
Development
Department

Throughout all
ground
disturbing
activities
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significant tribal cultural | find(s).
resource, as defined in Public
Resources Code §21074, Work cannot continue af the discovery site unil the archaeologist conducts

sufficient research and data collection to make a determination that the

resource is either 1) not cultural in origin: or 2) not potentially significant or

eligible for listing on the NRHP or CRHR.

If o potentially-eligible resource is encountered, then the archaeologist, lead

agency, and project proponent shall arrange for either 1) total avoidance of

the resource, if possible; or 2) test excavations to evaluate eligibility and, if

eligible, total data recovery as mitigation. The determination shall be

formally decumented in writing and submitted to the lead agency as

verification that the provisions in CEQA for managing unanticipated

discoveries have been met.

If Native American resources are identified, a Native American monitor,

following the Guidelines for Monitors/Consultants of Native American

Cultural, Religious, and Burial Sites established by the Native American

Heritnge Commission, may also be required and, if required, shall be retained

at the Applicant’s expense.
Impact 34-2; Project | Implement Mitigation Measure 3.4-1 City of Tulare Throughout all
implementation has the potential Community ground
to cause a substantial adverse Development disturbing
change to a  significant Department activities
archaeological resource, as
defined in CEQA Guidelines
§15064.5.
Impact 3.4-3; Project ?iﬁgﬂt;; i 3'; e ;f 2 ﬂjfu;m}iﬂgi;r;! hmftai@s ‘;: f;fmfi:d City of Tulare | Throughout all
implementation has the potential uring the course of con ruction. work shall be halted immediately within | 0, iy ground
to directly or indirectly destroy a 50 meters (165 feet) of the discovery, the City of Tulare shall be notified, and Development disturbing
unique paleontological resource. a qualified paleontologist shall be retained to determine the significance of Department activities

the discovery. If the paleontological resource is considered significant, it
shall be excavated by a qualified paleontologist and given to a local agency,
State University, or other applicable institution, where it could be curated
and displayed for public education purposes.
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Impact 3.4-4: Project | Mitigation Measure 3.4-3: If human remains are discovered during the | City of Tulare Throughout all
implementation has the potential | course of construction, work shall be halted at the site and any nearby area | Community ground
te disturb human remains, | reasonably suspected fo overlie adjocent human remains, until the Tulare | Development disturbing
including those interred ocutside | County Coroner has been informed and has determined that no investigation | Department activities
of formal cemeteries. of the cause of death is required. If the remains are of Native American
origin, either of the following steps will be taken:
s The coroner will contact the Native American Heritage Commission
in order to ascertain the proper descendants from the deceased
individual, The coroner will make a recommendation fo the
landowner or the person responsible for the excavation work, for
means of treating or disposing of with appropriate dignity, the
human remains and any associated grave goods, which may include
obtaining a qualified archaeologist or team af archaeologists to
praperly excavate the human remains.
*  The landowner shall retain a Native American monitor, and an
archaeologist, if recommended by the Native American monitor,
and rebury the Naotive American human remains and any
associnted grave goods, with appropriate dignity. on the property
and in a lecation that is not subject to further subsurface
disturbance when any of the following conditions occurs:
o The Native American Heritage Commission is unable to
identify a descendent.
o The descendant identified faills to make a
recommendation.
o The City of Tulare or its authorized representative rejects
the recommendation of the descendant, and the
mediation by the Native American Heritage Commission
fails to provide mensures acceptable to the landowner.
GEOLOGY AND S0ILS
Mitigation M 3.5-1: Prior to clearing, ding, and disturb L ; h
Impact 3.5-2: Impkmentation HNpaGED Ftas L oty ean@ i Fm T City of Tulare Prior to the
and construction of the proposed the g.‘f‘uund sg:.:.'h as stockpiling, or excavation, the Pm;ﬁ'rt pmpan;nt shall Community KR Ir
Project may result in substantial submit a Notice of Intent {NOI) and Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan Development grading permit
soil erosion or the loss of topsoil | (SWPPF) to the RWQCE to obtain coverage under the General Permit for | pepartment,
Discharges of Storm Water Associated with Construction Activity | Public Works
{Construction General Permit Order 2009-0009-DWQ amended by 2010- | Department,
Final Environmental Impact Report - Tulare Pilot Flying | 4.0-7
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0014-DWQ & 2012-0006-DWQ). The SWPPP shall be designed with Best | and the

Management Practices (BMPs) that the RWQCE has deemed as effective at | RWQCB.

reducing erosion, controlling sediment, and managing runoff. These include:

covering disturbed areas with mulch, temporary seeding. soil stabilizers,

binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation, and permanent

seeding. Sediment control BMPs, installing silt fences or placing straw

wattles below slopes, installing berms and other temporary run-on and

runoff diversions. These BMPs are only examples of what should be

considered and should not preclude new or innovative approaches currently

available or being developed. Final selection of BMPs will be subject fo

approval by City of Tulare and the RWQCB. The SWPPP will be kept on site

during construction activity and will be made available upon request to

representatives of the RWQCE.
i s e ppaed Miﬁgaﬁl:.rn Hea.?'ure 352 Pn'ar to mJ"ta‘t.'rna::rl.-"m‘g_;|I activities, a certified City of Tulare Pricrtn
rogrct has fhe poteatial & be geatechm.ml EnginEeE; or equmafef'r:t. shall be.rem;ned’ to peajﬂ?rm a final Commm i v
Iocated on a geobgic unit or soil geotechnical evaluation af the soils at a design-level as required by the Development ot
that is unstble, or that would | California Building Code Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 18, Section 1803.1.1.2 Department
become unstable az a result of | related to subsidence and other soil conditions. The evaluation shall be
project implkementation, and | prepared in accordance with the standards and requirements outlined in
potentially result in landslide. | Colifornia Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Chapter 16, Chapter 17, and
lateral spreading, subsidence, | chapter 18 which addresses structural design, tests and inspections, and
liquefaction or collapse. soils and foundation standards. The final geotechnical evaluation shall

include design recommendations to ensure that soil conditions de not pose a

threat to the health and safety of people or structures. The grading and

improvement plans shall be designed in accordance with the

recommendations provided in the final geatechnical evaluation.
GREENHOUSE (GASES AND CLIMATE CHANGE
ek AET: PalEswal Mitigation Hga.rm_-e 3.6-1: Ensure tﬁqt the pede.f;m'an nem'urk. within the City of Tulare During final
eSS ] - Ee e proposed M_,Tect .',jzte E‘ﬂJj]ﬂEvl’.'t_S' to amzt_e' pedestrian netwaorks, .m aﬁsr to Community RS
emissions, either directly or make pedestrian circulation viable within, to, and from the project site and Development e
indirectly, that may have a | 'educe the need to travel by vehicle, helping to reduce emissions and GHG. Department activities, and
significant impact on the | Project frontage improvements shall be included to ensure the Project is prior to
environment or potential to | consistent with citywide street design standards and planned nearby operational
conflict with an applicable plan, | circulation improvements. This mitigation shall occur during Project phase

policy, or regulation adopted for
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the purpose of reducing the
emissions of greenhouse gases.

construction activities.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-2: The City shall ensure that the proposed Praoject
complies with Measure EE 1.3, Action E.1.3.2 of the Tulare Climate Action
Plan. Proposed Project construction shall meet all CALGreen mensures, as
applicable, throughout the entirety of the construction of the Project.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-3: The City shall ensure that the proposed Project
complies with all City Building Code and other codes appropriate fo
increasing water efficiency in new non-residential development {as described
in Tulare Climate Action Plan EE 1.5, Action E 1.5.4). This mitigation shall be
applied prior to the end of Project construction activities.

Mitigation Measure 3.6-4: The City shall require the proposed Project to
comply with all applicable commercial energy performance measures within
the City of Tulare Municipal Code, as described in Tulare Climate Action
Mensure EE 1.7, This mitigation shall be applied prior to the end of Project
construction activities,

Mitigation Measure 3.6-5: The City shall require the proposed Project to
comply with Tulare Climate Action Measure SW 6.1, by providing on-site
recycling throughout heavy-traffic areas of the Project site, to help the City
achieve a 65% diversion of landfilled waste by 2020 and a 75% diversion by
2030. This mitigation shall be applied prior to the end of Project construction
activities.

HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS

Impact 3.7-1: Potential to create
a significant hazard through the
routine  transport. use, or
disposal of hazardous materials
or through the reasonably
foreseeable upset and accident
conditions involving the release
of hazardous materials into the
environment.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1: Prior to the issuance of grading permits, the
Project proponent shall have a qualified hazardous waste specialist assess
the site for surface staining and if staining is found to be present, perform soil
sampling to (1) test for concentrations of commercial or industrial chemicals
that may be present as a result of storage activities on the Project site, and
(2) test for residual concentrations of agrichemicals that may be present in
soil as a result of historic agricultural application and storage. The results of
the soil sampling shall be submitted to the City's Planning Division and
Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency. Environmental Health

City of Tulare
Community
Development
Department
and the Tulare
County Dep't of
Environmental
Health

Prior to
issuance of a
grading permit
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Division. If evidence of contaminated soils at levels that pose a risk to
construction personnel or future users of the Project site are encountered
during the assessment, any contaminated areas shall be remediated by the
Project applicant fo reduce potential exposure to construction personnel and
future users of the site to acceptable levels in accordance with
recommendations made by Tulare County Health and Human Services
Agency, Environmental Health Division, Regional Water Quality Control
Board, Department of Toxic Substances Control, or other appropriate federal,
state, or local regulatory agencies.

Mitigation Measure 3.7-2: Prior to the commencement of a business
operation that invelves the transport storage. use, or disposal of a
significant quantity hazardous material within the Project site, the business
owner shall submit a Hazardous Materials Business Plan (HMBF) for review
and approval by the Tulare County Health and Human Services Agency,
Environmental Health Division. The HMBP shall establish management
practices for handling, storing, and disposal of hozardous materials,
including fuels, paints, cleaners, solvents, pesticides, fertilizers, etc. during
operations to reduce the potential for spills and to direct the safe handling of
these materials if encountered. The areas shall be designed with spillage
catchments such that any accidental spillage is prevented from entering
waterways. The business owner shall alse consult with the Tulare County
Health and Human Services Agency, Environmental Health Division to
ensure that the particular business operations are compliant with all local,
state, and federal regulations relative to their operations (i.e. proper permits
for the installation and use of an underground storage of hazardous
substances [USTs)). The approved HMBP and any other permit deemed to be
required in order to commence the specific business operations shall be
maintained onsite and all personnel shall acknowledge that they have
reviewed and understand the HMBP and any other permit requirements.

City of Tulare
Community
Development
Department
and the Tulare
County Dep't of
Environmental
Health

Prior to use or
storage of
hazardous
materials

Impact 3.7-4: For a project
located within an airport land
use plan or, where such a plan
has not been adopted, within two
miles of a public airport or public
use airport, would the project
result in a safety hazard for

Mitigation Measure 3.7-3: Prior to design and site plan approval for the
praposed Project, the applicant shall provide the Planning Director with FAA
and ALUC determinations. If the height of any structure [signage, lighting,
ete.] is determined to result in airspace abstructions, the maximum height
shall be limited as recommended by the reviewing agencies.

City of Tulare
Community
Development
Department

Prior to design
and site plan
approval
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people residing or working in the
project area.
HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY
Impact 3.8-1: The proposed | Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1. City of Tulare Prior to the
Project has the potential to Community issuance of a
violate water quality standards Development grading permit
or waste discharge requirements Department,
during construction. Public Works
Department,
and the
RWQCE.
Impact 3.8-5 The proposed | Implement Mitigation Measure 3.5-1 City of Tulare Prior to the
Project has the potential to Community issuance of a
otherwise substantially degrade Development grading permit
water quality. Department,
Public Works
Department,
and the
RWQCE.
Citv of Tulare Prior to the
Mitigation Measure 3.8-1: The project applicant shall implement the Cg.l.]_“nunjt&r issuance of a
following nenstructural BMFs that focus on preventing pollutants from | Development grading permit
entering stormwater: Department,
: 3 : Public Works
*  Pollution Prevention/Good Housekeeping Department,
o A spill response and prevention plan shall be developed as | and the
a component of (1) SWPPPs prepared for construction | RWQCB.
activities, [2) SWPPPs for facilities subject to the NPDES
Final Environmental Impact Report - Tulare Pilot Flying | 4.0-11
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general Industrial Stormwater Permit. and [3) spill
prevention control and countermeasure plans for
qualifying facilities.

o Streets and parking lots shall be swept at least once every
two weeks.

=  Operation and Maintenance (0&M) of Treatment Controls

o An Operation and Maintenance [0&M] Plan shall be
developed far the storm drainage facilities to ensure long-
term performance. The O&M plan shall incorporate the
manufacturers’ recommended maintenance procedures
and include (1) provisions for debris removal [2)
guidance for addressing public health or safety issues, and
{3) methods and criteria for assessing the efficacy of the
storm drainage system. An annual report shall be
submitted to the City certifying that maintenance of the
facilities was conducted according to the 0&M plan.

Mitigation Measure 3.8-2: The project applicant shall implement the
following structural BMPs that focus on preventing pollutants from entering
stormwater, or alternative BMPs approved by the City of Tulare:

City of Tulare Prior to the

Community operational

Development phase

*  Grassed Swales: A swale is a vegetated. open channel | Department,
management practice designed to treat and attenuate | Public Works
stormwater runaff for a specified water quality volume. | Department,
Stormwater runoff flowing through these channels is | and the
treated by being filtered through vegetation in the | RWQCE.
channel, through a subsoil matrix, and/or through
infiltration into the underlying soils. Swales can be used
throughout the proposed project area where feasible in
the landscape design to treat parking lot runoff.

Proprictary Devices: There are a variety of commercially available
stormwater freatment devices designed to remove contaminants from
drainage ance flows enter the conveyance systems. StormFilter™ units, or
equivalent filtration-type systems, are recommended within the commercial
and industrial areas as the main structural BMP for these areas. Bioswales
are also recommended for streets and parking areas. Drop inlet filters should
also be used to control drainage runoff water quality.
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TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact 3.12-1: The proposed Mitigation Measure 3,1?-1: Prior to the operational phase, the Praoject City of Tulare Beia B i
Project would not  cause Pmponegt shall e.‘r:te_r inte a _deue!apment agreement to ensure .the Community operational
significant impacts at | installation of traffic signals and improvements at the affected intersections Development phase
intersections. of Laspina Street/Paige Avenue, SR 99 5B Off-Ramp/Blackstone Street. SR 99 Department
NB Off-Ramp/Paige Avenue, and Blockstone Street/Paige Avenue are | and the City of
provided as opening day improvements. All improvements are to be in | Tulare Public
accordance with the Cily of Tulare Improvement Standards, and sufficient to | Works
reduce LOS at affected intersections to acceptable levels (LOS D or better). Department
Impact 3.12-3: The proposed | Mitigation Measure 3.12-2: Prior to Design Approval, the project proponent | City of Tulare Prior to final
Project would not adversely | shall coordinate with the City to determine a potential need for new and/or | Community streetscape
affect pedestrian and bicycle | upgraded bicycle lanes along adjocent roadways [ie Paige Avenue and | Development design
facilities. Blackstone Street). Department approval
and the City of
Tulare Public
Works
Department
Impact 4.17: Under cumulative | Mitigation Measure 4.0-1: The project applicant shall pay its equitable | City of Tulare | Prior to project
conditions, project | share cost toward all identified improvements. Additionally, the City shall | Community obtaining a
implementation would | moniter and evaluate traffic at the first-year, 5-Year, 10-year and 15-year | Development building
exacerbate levels of service at | time peried. and every year when the infersection operates at LOS D, fo | Department permit, and
local intersections or exacerbate | determine if a signal would be required at the first driveway in order to | and the City of | during the
cumulatively levels of service on | ensure that it operates at an acceptable LOS. If the results of the traffic | Tulare Public | operational
SR-99 Highway Facilities monitoring show that a signal warrant iz met at that time, the Project | Works phase for
Applicant shall be responsible for funding the addition of a median and the | Department monitoring
modification of the intersection into a right-in and right-aut only driveway.
Al future improvements shall ensure adeguate access to neighboring
facilities.
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